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Preface 
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rewards for their Courtesy and kindness. To the 
collaborators who guided my journey 


k to my wife, Viv, 
to my son, Ben, to my mother, Kathleen, and to the memory of my 


father, Roy. To each I owe a personal gratitude for putting me in a 
iti ; Sustain and finish the study. Finally, I would like to thank 


(Falmer Press). 


Martyn DENscoMBE 
Leicester, November 1984 


If I am to help others to gain any usable insight, I must show 
them the school as it really is. I must not attack the school, nor 
talk over-much about what ought to be, butonly about whatis. 


Willard Waller (1932) 
The Sociology of Teaching (pp. v-vi) 


Introduction: 
A Sociological Perspective 


Classroom control may not appear on the school curriculum but people 
learn a great deal about it at school. In practice, they can hardly avoid 
getting wise to the ‘ins’ and ‘outs’ of classroom control because it is one of 
the most fundamental and pervasive features of school life. Teachers 
know it, pupils know it, the public knows it. It is not surprising, then, that 
plenty has been written on the subject. Some of it deals with the question 
of what causes some pupils to pose control difficulties (the psychological 
disorders or cultural/family problems suffered by the pupil) and some of 
it gives advice to teachers on methods for achieving classroom control 
(how to manage the classroom or deal with pupils in a way which 
minimizes the prospect of control problems). Indeed the bulk of writing 
on classroom control falls into these categories or an amalgam of the two. 
What is largely missing, however, is detailed research on the actual 
phenomenon of classroom control dealing with: 


(1) Why classroom control is a feature of classrooms in the first 
place? 

(2) What resources are available to the teacher to impose control, 
and by what means pupils can resist? 

(3) What social, institutional and physical features of the classroom 
shape the struggle for control? 

(4) Exactly what significance classroom control has for teachers in 
terms of their careers and their perception of their work? and, 
very importantly, 

(5) How classroom control is recognized as existing or not existing in 
the classroom by participants? 


These are the kinds of questions which this book sets out to answer. 


A sociology of classroom control 


Since teachers spend a considerable part of their working day trying to 
achieve and consolidate classroom control', there is no shortage of 
informed writing on the subject. What is interesting, however, is that the 
vast majority of such writing is based upon two important assumptions. 
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» it is generally assumed that what constitutes classroom 
control is really quite obvious and self-evident — the important task being 
to analyse and cure the problem rather than describe how it is recognized 


aracteristically a sociological 
one. A sociological approach, like the others, 


one side and excluded from 
ay, then, that by adopting a 


‘the problem’ that these 
Perceptions of classroom 
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PSYCHOPATHOLOGY 


Policy Recommendations: 


CULTURAL MALAISE 


Policy Recommendations: 


PUPIL COUNTER-CULTURE 


Policy Recommendations: 


CRISIS OF SOCIAL CONTROL 


Policy Recommendations: 


RESOURCES 


Policy Recommendations: 


SCHOOLING 


Policy Recommendations: 


POOR QUALITY OF TEACHERS 


Policy Recommendations: 


where the cause of the problem resides in 
the pupil and the emotional disturbance 
the pupil manifests. 3 

special schools/units, counselling, ther- 
apy, behaviour modification. 


where the root of the problem is to be 
found in the failings of the family or 
community to provide support for the 
exercise of authority in schools. 
improved contact between school andcom- 
munity; involvement of welfare services. 


where resistance to authority in schools 
involves a conscious reaction against the 
dominant system at school. 
incorporation of pupil counter-culture(s) 
into mainstream school culture; match 
curriculum to interests of pupils. 


where control problems experienced in 
schools are seen as symptomatic of a 
wider legitimation crisis and the impen- 
ding disintegration of the (capitalist) 
social formation. 

the radical revision of social structure. 


where disruption is attributed to poor 
facilities (buildings and equipment) and 
the need for increased numbers of teachers. 
improved resources; positive discrimina- 
tion. 


where compulsory attendance and the 
hidden curriculum generate resistance in 
their own right. 

deschooling. 


where control problems are attributed to 
teachers’ lack of preparation, motivation 
or charisma. 

improved selection and training of teachers. 


Figure I.1 


Explanations of control problems in the classroom 
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Pupil perceptions since teachers and pu 
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The ‘social causes’ of classroom control exist at two different levels that 
are usually associated with the terms ‘macro’ and ‘micro’, and this book is 
further selective in its emphasis on the latter, the ‘micro’, as its main focus 
of attention. The ‘macro’ perspective, for its part, treats classroom control 
as a feature of a broader social control and takes the line that to explain the 
existence and nature of classroom control we need to examine the 
functions it serves for the maintenance of the status quo in society. There 
are two politically diverse strands to this viewpoint: the conservative 
‘functionalist’ perspective* and the radical ‘marxian’ perspective. Both 
share the view that the role of education in advanced capitalism is not 
simply to instil specific skills nor even just to select and allocate 
individuals within the (hierarchical) social order. As well as these 
functions, the education system also serves to perpetuate the existing 
social structure by fostering a diffuse set of beliefs and experiences which 
both prepares the pupils for the work situation they are being channelled 
towards and legitimizes their allocation to particular stations in life on the 
basis of their educational success or failure. For both radical and 
conservative there is a correspondence between the needs of society and the 
nature of schooling in which classroom control plays a vital part. It is a 
crucial element of the ‘hidden curriculum’ of schooling that prepares 
pupils to slot into the existing order of things. Through their schooling, it 
is argued, pupils experience pressure to adopt attitudes involving 
deference to authority, acceptance of depersonalized treatment, post- 
ponement of immediate pleasure to achieve long-term goals, patience and 
tolerance of boredom, and punctuality. Pupils are, in effect, trained to 
meet the needs of (capitalist) industry for a passive, polite and punctual 
labour force through the kinds of demands they face in school under the 
guise of ‘discipline and control’. And teachers, of course, play an 
important role in this subjugation of the pupils. From the marxian 
perspective, 


Teachers act as political agents of capital, or perform the global 
function of capital, through their work of control and surveillance 
specifically through acting as bearers of relations of political dominance 
over pupils; through performing police-type and bureaucratic-type 
activities; by controlling the schooling process; through inculcating 
particular norms, habits, values and attitudes in pupils; and through 
their role in the certification and selection processes of schooling. 
(Harris, 1982, p. 129) 


These perspectives on the broader social functions of classroom 
control certainly have their value. They provide an analysis of the 
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k experience is Most in need of ‘deference to 
authority’, ‘tolerance of boredom’, and soo 


correspondence theory in a way 


and treats it as a counter-hegemonic force (cf. 
and positive threat to the domi 
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control pupils and the resistance by pupils to those efforts are inspired by 
far more parochial, practical factors that operate at a routine level within 
the institution of the school. In most of their routine activities, teachers 
and pupils are influenced by immediate, proximate consideration like 
classroom architecture, timetables, lesson topic and so on which they do 
not associate with matters of ideology. So, though links might be traced 
between classroom activity and the wider social structure (cf.Anyon, 
1981; Sharp and Green, 1975), an intentional link is hard to establish. 

For this reason, Classroom Control concentrates on institutional factors 
rather than social structual factors as the context for explaining the actions 
of teacher and pupils in relation to classroom control. Institutional, or 
organizational, factors are ones recognized by those involved as shaping 
their actions and their influence can therefore be detected reasonably 
directly in the motives of the actors. Put rather bluntly it is not just the 
researcher who can identify the contextual variables - it is the actors 
themselves who can see how such factors affect their actions. 

An approach drawn from the sociology of work and organizations is useful 
in this respect because it emphasizes how certain experiences and certain 
pressures are shared by those in any particular situation and how these can 
shape the attitudes and approaches of those involved. It emphasizes, for 
instance, how 


the school as a workplace and the classroom as a work site pose 
problems for the conduct of teachers: problematic situations for which 
they must devise strategies, more or less effective, for meeting 
organizational demands (from the administration), carrying out an 
instructional program, and coping with the regularities and irregu- 
larities of classroom events. 


(Dreeben, 1973, p. 462) 


And it emphasizes, moreover, the way in which such problems and 
pressures can be peculiar to an occupation and provide, in effect, the basis 
for an occupationally specific view of events - a point made by Lacey 
when he notes that: 


To become a teacher is to become creatively involved with tasks and 
situations common only to teachers. It also involves being concerned 
with particular constraints, constraints that others do not have to 
subject themselves to. No other profession or occupation experiences 
exactly similar ones. These shared experiences and common problems 
give rise to a common set of interests, to certain ways of looking at the 
world, of interpreting the world and obtaining a world view - in short, a 


teacher perspective. (Lacey, 1977 p.14) 
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So if teachers, as they seem to, exhibit a particular anxiety about 
classroom control this need not imply that there is something unique 
about the group of people who choose to become teachers or that there is 
Some sort of self-recruitment of types who are particularly sensitive in this 
direction. It is more likely to imply that the work they do has certain 
features which affect their thinking once they have joined the Occupation 
and that a 'teacher perspective' results from shared experiences at work 
rather than predispositions derived from personality or social back- 
ground. 

This does not mean that the personal characteristics of the teacher are 
actually regarded as irrelevant to their attitudes and actions at work. 


along with their 


subject 
of course, despite the divide 


» the division will not be c 
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dependence, informal associations and the like. Regularities of 
interaction are observed and the norms controlling them analysed; we 
examine the interconnections between work processes and relation- 
ships with other persons. The delineation and analysis of tasks are of 
special importance; we inquire into the demands they make for 
technical and interpersonal and psychological capacities of various 
kinds and study the frustrations and satisfactions induced by particular 
task bundles. 

(Lortie, 1973, p.480) 


We look as well at the physical organization of schools and the impact this 
has on the way in which teachers approach their work. Here, in particular, 
we notice the influence of the ‘closed classrooms’ on teachers in 
secondary and even primary schools, providing a pervasive influence on 
the activities which go on within them. The closed classroom encapsulates 
features of both physical and social organization in schools which, as we 
will see, have far-reaching consequences for classroom control (cf. 
Stebbins, 1973). 


In Chapters 1,2 and 3 of the book this sociological perspective is used to 
establish a framework for understanding the phenomenon of classroom 
control. Focusing in particular on teachers, it is argued that the social 
context within which they work provides a climate which shapes the task 
and gives a pattern to their activity. As Leacock made the point: 


Teachers cannot simply interact with the children in their classrooms 
according to their desires and personal style. Instead, their behaviour 
often takes on characteristics beyond their immediate aims or intents. 
They must adapt their style, not only to the children, but to the 
institution, to the principal’s requirements, to the other teachers’ 
attitudes and to the standards according to which they will be evaluated. 

(Leacock, 1969. p.202) 


Their expectations about what they ought to be doing and, of course, the 
feasibility of achieving these aims are shaped by a context which provides 
pressures and opportunities, ambitions and anxieties that need to be taken 
into consideration. In no aspect of their work are such pressures more 
evident than in expectations about classroom control. Using secondary 
sources supplemented by data from Ashton, Beechgrove and Cedars, 
these pressures are examined and the picture which emerges is one in 
which classroom control features as central to the task of teaching. This 
stems from society's expectations about the work of teachers and the 
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legacy of memories from the public's personal experiences as pupils in 
classrooms. This prior experience of classroom life is shared, of course, by 
entrants to the Occupation (trainee teachers) whose expectations about 
the need for control and the methods of attaining it remain little 
altered by their experience of teacher training and are, in fact, reinforced 
on site by the expectations of colleagues and Pupils as well as by classroom 


commitments, 

The teacher is not in a strong iti 

institutional authority, bureaucrati 

behind ‘imperatives of technology’, 
Classroom con 

1,2 and 3 reveal 


Chapters 
Teachers certain] 


granted. 
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counter the endeavours of the teacher and, in many respects, underlies the 
emergence of strategic action as the means of thrust and parry in the duel 
for classroom control. These strategies for control are explored more fully 
in Chapter 4 and elaborated in Chapters 5 and 6 using case -study material 
drawn from Ashton, Beechgrove and Cedars. From these chapters we are 
led to conclude that there are three broad kinds of teacher strategy aimed 
at classroom control: ‘domination’, ‘classwork management’ and ‘co- 
optation’. Though differing in many overt ways, these strategies share the 
aims of first, reducing the classroom teacher’s reliance on personal 
charisma as the means for gaining control, and second, minimizing the 
level of uncertainty which is inherent in classroom proceedings. 

The use of these strategies has to recognize that control is largely 
negotiated with pupils who can resist and limit the official authority of the 
teacher by subtle counter-strategies. In the context of the closed 
classroom this process of negotiation is generally expected to involve only 
the particular class teacher and his/her group of pupils - emphasis being 
placed upon individual responsibility for the maintenance of control. But 
this emphasis on individual responsibility is just part of a broader set of 
assumptions about appropriate teacher activity in which the teacher is 
expected to retain the insularity of the classroom unit and prevent 
interference with the other classes (through things like noise) or 
interference from other teachers. Autonomy and isolation are elementary 
features of the culture of the closed classroom and it follows from this that 
pupil behaviour which threatens the autonomy of teachers or the isolation 
of the classroom is normally considered to be the greatest challenge to 
teacher control in the classroom. 

All of this spells an important message for teachers. First, failure on the 
part of a teacher to recognize the need for classroom insularity (or failure 
to maintain it) has serious repercussions and can constitute a fundamental 
threat to the teacher’s image as ‘competent’. Second, given the physical 
and organizational insularity of classroom units, teachers’ concern with 
classroom control cannot be limited to a state of events in the classroom 
but must also include a concern with the impression which permeates to 
outsiders about events which the outsider cannot directly witness. From 
the teacher’s point of view, classroom control is not simply an objective 
condition in the classroom but an impression to be sustained to outsiders 
who have meagre information on which to assess the extent of control 
exercised behind closed doors. This is why noise (Chapter 5) and privacy 
(Chapter 6) have so much significance in a sociological approach which 
sees classroom control as a socially constructed phenomenon as much as an 
absolute state of affairs in the classroom. 

A caveat is needed on these conclusions. It is stressed throughout the 
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an argument actually substantiated by the test battery scores of pupils 
brought from their primary schools. As a result, teachers, faced a 
population of pupils characterized by its high proportion of ‘ethnic 
minority’ pupils, predominately working-class origins and lower than 
average ability. 

There was a ten-form entry of approximately 270 pupils each year who, 
on the basis of their academic record at primary school, were placed in an 
academic form, a remedial form, or one of three intermediate mixed- 
ability forms in either of the two lower school units. The academic 
organization of the fourth and fifth years in the upper school continued 
and extended the academic segregation started in the first three years. 
Basically there were six courses organized into two distinct bands: the 
academic courses and those which provided more practical education. 
The tenor of the school was generally in keeping with more traditional 
ideas about conduct at school and there was little evidence that the move 
to comprehensive organization had introduced any particularly progres- 
sive (official) attitudes to things connected with discipline and control. 
Staff were expected, for instance, not to let the pupils leave the school at 
lunchtime unless the pupils were going home for lunch. Pupils were 
required to obtain permission to ride to school by bicycle and teachers 
were required to ensure that pupils met all regulations in connection with 
dress. As the official guidelines as Ashton stated: 


The Headmaster has the authority to send home from school any 
individual pupil who, in his opinion, is improperly dressed. 


The maintenance of a smart and efficient standard of dress by all pupils 
is very important both for the reputation of the school and 
neighbourhood, and for good daily organization within the school. 


Girls were not to wear jewellery or heavy boots in the school, nor was 
anyone to carry excessive amounts of money. Personal articles and 
clothing were to be labelled accordingly and each pupil was to have a 
satchel to carry and protect his or her books. 

Beechgrove, like Ashton, was a coeducational comprehensive school 
covering the 11-18 age range. Beechgrove, however, was in Camden and 
was part of the ILEA. It had been established in 1947 as part of the 
London plan ‘of early experimental comprehensives and was a single-site 
school. Two older and original buildings were improved in 1949 and in 
1959 a new building was added when an extensive new site became 
available adjacent to the existing site. During the period of research 
Beechgrove had approximately 1,250 pupils and 78 staff, giving it a staff- 
Pupil ratio of 16:1. This apparently low ratio was caused partly by a falling 
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school roll and partly by the number of specialist teaching posts created to 
cope with the needs of the school. The ratio, asa result, was not out of line 


with ILEA policy and did not imply any marked reduction in the size of 
most classes. 
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fourth and fifth year arrangements was not, then, reflected at Beechgrove 
where a common-core curriculum was a more salient feature of academic 
organization than courses. Remedial groups operated as distinct groups 
throughout the first four years providing the only direct kind of streaming 
but remedial teaching was available also to individual pupils on a 
withdrawal basis from normal timetables. 

In Beechgrove, as in Ashton, there was an absence of integrated subjects or 
team teaching in any other than a pilot, experimental and very restricted 
sense. This traditionalism was reinforced by official guidelines about the 
conduct of pupils, guidelines which echoed the sentiments expressed at 
Ashton: 


Staff should insist on good manners and courtesy, and to this end ought 
not to allow themselves to be addressed discourteously by children, or 
to accept slovenliness in attitude, dress or speech. The importance of 
the school image should be stressed and children should be given 
guidance concerning their behaviour in public. 

(Official guidelines: Beechgrove) 


Teachers were also expected to get orderly lines outside the classrooms 
before a lesson, one line for girls, one for boys; not to let pupils out of a 
classroom for frivolous reasons; not to accept verbal excuses for lateness; 
to check the attendance at each lesson; not to allow classes in the 
playground unsupervised; not to allow pupils to chew or eat in class, and 
to insist on homework. As with Ashton, then there was clearly an 
emphasis on the staff exercising a custodial control of pupils and there 
were few concessions to progressive educational ideas about pupil 
autonomy, responsibility or discretion on matters concerning either the 
curriculum or routine conduct in the school. 

Cedars was a single-site, coeducational comprehensive school in 
Leicestershire. It was opened in 1969 though it had roots as a school going 
as far back as the eleventh century. In its new form it was an integral part of 
a community college and, as part of the ‘Leicestershire plan’, it received 
pupils from local high schools at the age of 14 years and covered only the 
14-18 age band. During the period of research there were approximately 
1,400 pupils and 82 staff at the school giving ita staff-pupil ratio of 17:1, 
much in line with the national average. The school drew pupils from a 
wide catchment area stretching from the Warwickshire border to the 
outskirts of Leicester with most pupils being bussed to and from the 
school. As a result, the rural setting of the school did not mean that the 
pupils were all from a rural background. As well as pupils from the 
surrounding villages the school took pupils from suburban working-class 
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housing estates so that, in contrast to Ashton and Beechgrove, the intake 
Oo Cedars was characterized by a wide social mix with pupils of working- 
and middle-class, urban and tural backgrounds. Also in contrast was the 
ethnic mix of the school. Unlike Ashton and Beechgrove, there was only a 
small proportion of pupils at Cedars who would be classed as aan ar 
and despite the multiracial nature of Leicester itself, the suburbs include 


each of the sixth and seventh years. Like Beechgrove, 
based from groups. Instead, pupils were placed in 


groups were split into six divisions, ten tutor groups in each, which served 


basically the same Pastoral function as the houses at Ashton and 
Beechgrove. 
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a general school policy geared towards personal as well as intellectual 
growth in the pupil. As stated in the school prospectus, the aim of the 
school was to treat the pupils (or students as they were called at Cedars) as 
young adults and to expect them to respond in similar fashion. Personal 
qualities such as curiosity, perseverance and self-discipline, argued the 
principal, were to be regarded as just as vital as the three Rs and the aim of 
the school, in consequence, was to foster all these qualities. Asa result, the 
ethos of Cedars bore a marked contrast with that of Ashton and 
Beechgrove. At Cedars there was a conscious effort to generate an 
atmosphere of collaboration between teachers and pupils and to minimize 
overt expressions of the teachers' authority. Pupils, for example, were 
encouraged to refer to teachers by their first name and there were 
noticeably fewer rules and directives governing the routine conduct of 
pupils. The pupils were given more leeway in terms of dress, jewellery, 
and so on, and, as the principal stressed, the emphasis was placed squarely 
on the self-discipline and responsibility of pupils as adult contributors to 
the school community. 


Fieldwork research 


Fieldwork at Ashton, Beechgrove and Cedars involved protracted 
observation in classrooms, interviews with teachers and the use of official 
guidelines. Documents in the form of pamphlets or brochures aimed at 
the public, headmasters' reports to the governors, and official directives 
to staff concerning approved courses of action/channels of communica- 
tion/expected standards for pupil behaviour, effectively constituted 
official statements about school organization and school policy. Such official 
guidelines at Ashton, Beechgrove and Cedars provided a useful ally for 
research because not only did they give some instant picture of the formal 
Policy and organization of the schools, but also they were available as a 
source of information that did not depend on the openness or honesty of 
particular individuals. They existed as an objective statement about the 
school. This did not mean that such official guidelines actually depicted 
reality. While they provided information on matters of formal 
organization, almost inevitably they left the analysis of routine, informal 
practices rather unexplored. This was not to say that formal rules and 
Procedures had no influence on practical, everyday approaches to the job 
~ they certainly did. The picture they presented, however, was partial and 
incomplete as an account of everyday activity because they did not 
explain the way members of the organization interpreted the rules and 
Procedures and the way they could neglect or bend the rules. Any formal 
Picture of the school, therefore, needed to be complemented by a picture 
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of the way members interpreted the formal structure. To do this it was 
d observation in classrooms and to 
necessary to undertake protracted i 5 things 
interview teachers to get to grips with their pesca on h g Se 
Observation of lessons, naturally required the ya ge: fe) p en er 
involved. The relevant teachers were approached (o sid oe 
introduction by a teacher who had. already cooperate 5 t : 
research) and asked for permission tosit in on their essons, pes we Si 
make field-notes. The purpose of the research was outlined in a 
sense though the issue of classroom control as such was not broac E 
until the interview later on. The request was generally receive 
favourably, probably due to the presence in Ashton, Beechgrove and 
Cedars of a regular supply of student teachers. An association between 
the role of researcher and that of student teacher was a useful one to 
foster. It eased teacher anxiety about being evaluated in some sense and 
allowed questions to be asked without implied criticism. It put the 
teacher in the position of expert and giver of information; researcher in 
the position of learner and receiver of knowledge. My intention was to 
adopt a passive back-seat role to avoid, as far as possible, disturbing the 
naturalness of the setting. In the course of observation, however, it was 
sometimes necessary to become involved in the proceedings of the class. 
Teachers occasionally asked me for a second opinion on a classroom 
topic or actively involved me in the classroom activity to the extent of 
persuading me to teach the class (or some other class). This was not 
considered to be desirable practice as it tended to identify the researcher 
as teacher, possibly closing channels of information from pupils in the 
class (cf. D.H. Hargreaves, 1967). As the research developed, however, it 
became more pertinent to gain the trust of the teachers and, though not 
encouraged, expediency determined that such involvement was occasion- 
ally necessary. Observation of lessons was protracted in the sense that the 
process of observing continued throughout the whole period of research 
and, also, in the sense that any particular teacher was observed on a 
number of occasions. As a rule of thumb, there would be a minimum of 


five observations of the lessons before any formal kind of interview with 
the teacher about his/he 


each. t approach to the work and understanding of 
the situation. 

Informal discussion with teachers, whether in thestaffroom or elsewhere, 
dos an indispensable source of information. Its limitation in terms 
of research, however, was that it rarely, if ever, lent itself to any 


rose precluded the possibility of tape recording 
otes. In a sense, the information gleaned from 
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such discussions was not for the record which meant that, on ethical as 
well as practical grounds, it could not be cited as evidence. In this respect 
there was an obvious need to devise a method that provided an accurate, 
permanent and detailed record of what was said with a context in which 
research was acknowledged to be in progress. An example of this would 
be the tape recording of interaction during lessons. As it happened this 
was not employed as a research method during the research at Ashton, 
Beechgrove and Cedars for two reasons. First, the tape recording would 
reproduce only the audible (verbal) aspects of interaction in a classroom 
and, of that, it would reproduce only fragments. It could produce, for 
instance, an accurate record of the verbal interaction instigated by the 
teacher with selected pupils or it could reproduce verbal interaction 
between selected pupils. It would not, however, reproduce the totality of 
verbal interaction in the classroom. (The number of microphones and 
Operatives necessary to render this possible would prohibit the normal 
operation of the classroom.) Second, and a more immediate practical 
basis, permission to tape record classes in progress was not forthcoming 
from the relevant authorities, thus barring any further advance along 
those lines. The realistic alternative was to tape record interviews with 
Staff and to use these as a complement to the protracted observations. 
That is why, after observing a teacher at work for a least five lessons, 
he/she was invited to explain the approach adopted and discuss specific 
aspects of the school or events witnessed in class. Only three teachers 
declined such interviews. T 
With due care being taken to avoid the fob-off type of answer, interviews 
reveal the way the respondents interpret, bend or ignore the formal rules 
and point to the set of assumptions, rarely explicit in official guidelines, 
that are actually vital to their routine activity in the organization 
(Denscombe, 1983). In the event, to foster these products of the 
interview situation, the interviews conducted at Ashton, Beechgrove and 
Cedars were as unstructured as possible. Certainly there were some 
themes emerging in the research which served as a guide to the general 
irection of responses but teachers were given much leeway in the 
Substance and direction of their answers. One strategy that proved very 
useful was to simply refer back to an incident that had occurred during 
One of the lessons that had been observed. Teachers usually took this as a 
Signal to reinterpret (that is, redescribe) what had happened and then to 
justify the course of action they had adopted. There was another 
advantage to this ploy. It kept the discussion firmly grounded ata 
Practical level and reminded the teacher that events under discussion 
Vere jointly witnessed. It was, then, difficult for teachers to Pernt 
image of their work widely at variance with what they actually did and it 
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also prevented the prospect of a high-level abstract iae of 
education principles that could be kept remote from the reality o 
tasks and practices. 
Eo o Pos aae along these lines, seldom ran dry and were 
usually quite lengthy (45 - 60 minutes). The presence of the tape 
recorder occasionally caused some initial hesitancy but the vast majority 
of the teachers displayed considerable enthusiasm for the interview when 
approached in the manner described and soon appeared to talk at ease 
despite the presence of the tape recorder. ids 
The kinds of lessons observed and the kinds of teachers interviewed might e 
expected to have a bearing on the findings of the research. The criteria A: 
selecting specific lessons and teachers, therefore, formed a vital part o! 
the overall research strategy deserving particular attention in the account 
of research methods. The first point to be made in this context is that 
there was no discernible interference in the choice of lessons/teachers by 
those in authority at any of the three schools. The selection was left as a 
matter of negotiation between the researcher and individual members of 
-operation of the teachers, this 
n research criteria rather than 


(1) The teaching of such classes usually occurs in a classroom, as 


"shop. Interaction in such 
ted by special or abnormal 


(2) Within these subject areas t 


controversial in terms of classroom control (cf. Keddie,1971, 
pp.135-65). 


(3) 


e researcher's association with 
the doubts or suspicions of the st. 


(4) In the early sta 
content of the 
Situation. 


Bes it was felt that 
l 


some knowledge about the 
essons might pro 


vide useful insights to the 


Selection of lessons and teachers from within these subjects was neither 
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random nor arbitrary. It was, instead, based on Glaser and Strauss's idea 
of ‘theoretical sampling’, that is 
The process of data collection for generating theory whereby the 
analyst jointly collects, codes and analyses his data and decides what 
data to collect next and where to find them, in order to develop his 
theory as it emerges. This process of data collection is controlled by the 
emerging theory. 
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967, p.45) 


In practice, this meant that during the course of the fieldwork certain 
issues connected with classroom control came to attention through 
interviews or observation and these issues provided clues for the future 
direction of research which would be investigated only where the 
selection of cases involved a fair degree of flexibility. So, for instance, 
when the interviews with teachers at Ashton and Beechgrove began to 
indicate a link between classroom noise and teachers’ perceptions of 
classroom control, special efforts were made to investigate those 
Situations where the issue of noise might be expected to take on an added 
Significance. Music teachers and language teachers were thus deliberately 
incorporated in the research in order to follow up this lead. 

The result of using this kind of approach, of course, is that the 
researcher is obliged to adapt his selection of cases to the ongoing 
development of the study in a fashion that requires a flexibility which 

laser and Strauss® see as disturbing to those who look for tests of 
Preformed hypothesis incorporating a definite statement at the start of the 
fieldwork about the amount of, and kind of, persons involved in the study 

ecause, as they point out, ‘the sociologist trying to discover theory cannot 
State at the outset of his research how many groups he will sample during 
the entire study.’ (Glaser and Strauss,1967, p. 61, emphasis added). It 
was, then, inappropriate to identify a sample of teachers to be studied at 
the outset of the research. To have specified, for instance, that half the 
teachers should be interviewed, controlling for age, sex, experience 
Subject and seniority, might have proved inflexible enough to prevent the 
ollow-up of leads gathered along the way. s 
€ final profile of teachers interviewed, nontheless, was substantial in 
number and provided what Glaser and Strauss describe as a ‘theoretical 
Saturation’ — a point where, in the researcher’s estimation, he cannot add 
to or refine the analysis through the collection of additional data. 
PProximately a third of the staff at Ashton and a third of the staff at 
echgrove, after having been observed in their lessons on a number of 
Occasions, were formally interviewed during a period of four years (see 
Table L1) 
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TableLl Teachers formally interviewed:* Ashton and Beechgrove 


Ashton Beechgrove 
Heads of building: 3 =f 
Heads of house: 8 8 
Heads of subject: 13 7 
Subject teachers: 16 12 


*Teachers interviewed in their capacity as heads of house have not been included in their 
subject teacher capacity unless specifically reinterviewed. 
tNo such position at Beechgrove. 


At Cedars, the humanities lessons were observed over a period of two 
years. Interviews were conducted with two assistant principals and the 
head of the humanities faculty as well as senior pastoral staff (i.e. thatis two 
division heads and two deputy division heads). Eleven of the twenty-seven 
staff teaching on the humanities course were also interviewed after 
the observation of their lessons. After the first year of observation 
and interviews, a pilot questionnaire was distributed to sixty pupils 
which sought their opinions on the humanities situation. An open- 
ended format was employed. On the basis of the comments and 
observations of pupils a further limited-option questionnaire was 
administered as part of the humanities course unit which dealt with social 
research. This latter questionnaire included further space for wide- 
ranging comment and was answered by over 200 of the pupils. It served as 
the basis for further discussion with pupils on the topic as well as analysis 
of the relationship between pupil attitudes and aspects of classroom 
experience. 


Notes 


1 Delamont (1983) estimates that at least one-quarter of teacher talk in classrooms is 
directed quite explicitly towards discipline and control as opposed to the lesson content 
per se. 

2 See, for example, Curwin and Mendler (1980), Docking (1980), Eggen et al. (1979), 

Francis (1975), Galloway et al. (1982), Gillham (1981), Gnagey (1975, 1981), Haigh 

(1979), Jones-Davies and Cave (1976), Laslett (1977b), Lowenstein (1972, 1975), 

Marland (1975), Millman et al. (1981), O'Leary and O'Leary (1977), Saunders (1979), 

Sloane (1976), Tattum (1982). 

The names ‘Ashton’, 'Beechgrove', and ‘Cedars’ are pseudonyms. 

4 See, for instance, Davis and Moore (1945), Durkeim (1925, 1956), D. H. Hargreaves 
(1982), Parsons (1959), Turner (1971). 

5 Examples here are Althusser (1971 ), Bourdieu ( 1977), Bowles and Gintis (1976), Willis 
(1977), Young (1971). 


w 
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6 Glaser and Strauss emphasize this relationship between the theoretical orientations of 
research and the data itself when writing about ‘grounded theory’. As they put it, 
‘Generating a theory from data means that most hypotheses and concepts not only come 
from the data, but are systematically worked out in relation to the data during the course 
of the research. Generating a theory involves a process of research’ (1967, p. 6). 


The Problem of Classroom Control 


Schoolteachers operate in loco parentis. Their rights and duties are taken to 
be the same as that of a parent to his/her child and, in this sense, the law 
sanctions the exercise of discipline within tolerable bounds (Barrell, 
1975). Indeed, in some respects such as matters of pupil safety, it places 
upon the teachers a clear obligation to restrain aspects of pupil behaviour 
and control their behaviour ‘as any parent might expect to do’. For 
example, as a result of the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974, 
classrooms, laboratories, workshops, corridors, playgrounds and even 
official outside visits have come under the auspices of safety legislation, 
and action could be taken against a teacher if an accident could be 
attributed to negligence in exercising control. Clearly then, the law places 


upon the teacher an obligation to control the pupils in his/her charge and 


provides what can be seen as an official mandate for control. As Stenhouse 
puts it, 


The teacher is sent into the classroom with a legitimate power and 


authority, vested in him by society through legislation and through 
custom. This authority carries with it a responsibility to exercise some 
control over the life of the class. 


(Stenhouse, 1967, p.47) 
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that of bank-clerks, quantity surveyors, accountants or computer 
programmers. The public’s knowledge, as teachers will be quick to point 
out, is likely to be highly selective and usually well out-of-date but this 
does little to detract from the rather unique position in which teachers 
find themselves. 

The result is that teachers find themselves more exposed to public 
debate and political controversy than most other occupations. This has 
been particularly evident in the educational debates of recent years where 
the quality of teachers and the nature of their teaching have been subject 
to a series of public interrogations. The reorganization of secondary 
education proposed in Circular 10/65, for instance, sparked off an 
increased intensity of debate about matters like the organization of 
schools, the methods used in schools and the proficiency of the teachers 
involved in the system, and the Black Papers, the Bullock Report and Mr 
Callaghan’s ‘Great Debate on Education ’ have all invited a detailed and 
public scrutiny of the work of teachers. 

From such public debates it seems clear that on matters of schooling 
and education there are three major areas of concern in the public’s mind. 
First, there is the question of literacy, numeracy and general standards of 
academic attainment. Second, there is a public concern with the relevance 
of education for meeting the demands of today’s technology and 
commercial needs. Third, the public is anxious about the ability and 
willingness of school teachers to control their classes and get what is 
loosely called ‘discipline’ in lessons. Gallup polls in the United States have 
shown that parents there regard it as the biggest problem facing schools 
(Curwin and Mendler, 1980) and in Britain, as well, a public concern with 
discipline in schools continues to rival questions about curriculum and 
falling standards of education for top spot in the anxiety ratings. In the 
case of Britain, there have been persistent allegations of declining 
standards of discipline and control, especially in the comprehensive 
schools. These allegations have come mainly from the more right-wing 
press, politicians and teachers for whom the levels of violence, 
vandalism and indiscipline in the schools bear testimony not only to a 
general social decay but also to a specific malaise associated with teaching. 
This line of thinking was clearly evident in the series of Black Papers (Cox 
and Dyson, 1969-70; Cox and Boyson, 1975,1977)in which progressive 
teaching methods and poor quality teaching were ‘held responsible for an 
alleged decline in general standards and basic skills, for a lack of social 
discipline and the incongruence between the worlds of school and of 
work’ (Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies, CCCS, 1981, p. 212). 

ime and again the tabloids and right-wing press have fanned the flames of 
the controversy with alarmist reports of violence, vandalism and truancy 


26 Classroom Control 


of crisis proportions and, as the contributors to Unpopular Education 
discovered when analysing the coverage of educational matters by the 
Daily Mirror and the Daily Mail between 1975 and 1977, 


What was presented as ‘debate’ was in effect a monologue 
concentrating on items concerning teachers’ lack of professional 
competence or the negative aspects of pupil behaviour. 

Central to the reporting were pictures of the current state of British 
schooling. Images of incompetence, slovenly, subversive or just trendy 
teachers who had failed to teach or control the indisciplined pupils in 
their charge became too familiar to need elaboration. 

(CCCS,1981, pp. 210-11) 


Recent reporting by the Daily Mail would suggest that things are much the 
same, with violence, vandalism and arson continuing to capture the 
headlines (see Figure 1.1) 

Such reporting is based, in part at least, on the premise that the 
newspaper is expressing public opinion as well as informing it and as the 
CCCS writers comment about the period of their study: 


There were confident assertions that ‘millions of parents are 
desperately worried about the education that their children are 
receiving’ (Daily Mail 27.4.76) and that ‘parents’ throughout the 
country are becoming increasingly frustrated by the lack of discipline 
and low standards of state schools (Daily Mail 18.1.75) 


(CCCS,1981, p.214) 


Whether as a cause or a consequence of press reporting there does 
appear to be some substance to these claims. Wilson (1981), for example, 
found that 99 per cent of the parents he interviewed felt that discipline 
was not adequately enforced in schools and the image of schools held by 
the parents in his study was one in which teachers were becoming bullied 
and intimidated by their teenage pupils. 4 

The teaching profession itself has not been immune to the idea that 


oe control is a major contemporary problem. Part of the policy of 
E e oe Association of Schoolmasters and Union of Women 

eachers (NAS/UWT) over the last decade, for instance, has been to 
expose what it regards as the very real i 


t crisis of control in schools and to 
anw CTUM to ‘the facts’ about violence, vandalism and truancy in 
schools (Comber and Whitfield, 1979; Low 


rash enstein, 1972, 1975). Her 
Majesty Le of Schools (HMI) have added their Rose 
voice to the growing chorus. As they concluded in their report, The New 


Osily Mail, Thursday, June 2, 1983 


Detention rebel ‘attacked- 
his teacher with a brick’ 


A YOUNG teacher 
was savagely beaten 
in a revenge attack 
by a 13-year-old boy 
he kept in detention, 
a court heard yester- 
day 


Daily Mail, July 1, 1983 


Schoolboy 
detained 


for attack 
on master 


A BCHOOLBOY who 
attacked a maths teacher 
after he kept him behind 
for misbehaviour was 
ordered yesterday to be 
detained for two years 
during Her Majesty's 
Pleasure. 

David Christian, 13, who 


brother, reports 
to be potentially ‘very danger- 
ous’ 


Daily Mail, December 16, 1982 


The growing menace 


Daily Mail, March 29, 1984 


Destruction after scho are sent home 


Rioting pupil 
hits pregnant 


teacher on head 
with a brick 


A PREGNANT teacher was hit on the head with a brick hurled 
through a window as children went on the rampage at a school. 
The rioting puplis threw bottles at 


The ringleaders 
Toad outside uni they were dispersed 

by police, 
The scenes of near anarchy hap- 
M comprehensive 


puplls were sent home for turning up 
in punk clothing and spiked hatreats. 


Deity Mail, Monday, Nenember 22, 1982 
AS CITY PLZ T BA NE 


of petrol bomb pupils | 77 attacks 


are hitting 
trying to bui 


Gest caused £13-6 milton worth of 


Daily Mail, Monday, Moy 30, 1983 


on teachers 
in a year 


TEACHERS in a city which plans to outlaw the cane, 

today reveal frightening details of violence in their 
ms. 

S In a single year a group of staff in schools in Leeds have 

been physically attacked 73 times by pupils — and four times. 


by parents. a 
mpage 


“The pupils were chanting 
‘ein 


E 


it 
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Figure 1.1 A bad impression. 
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Teacher in the School (HMI, 1982b) one-quarter of the new teachers they 
observed were not adequately prepared for the job when they entered the 
profession. Some of the lack of preparation concerned the level of 
proficiency in the subject specialism and some of it the match between the 
subject qualification and the kind of job the new entrant first took up in 
school. Significantly, though, much of the criticism concerned the 
preparation of newcomers to deal with matters of classroom organization, 
management and control. There are clear indications that HMI would like 
to see more attention given to such skills in the content of initial teacher 
training (HMI, 1982a) because where new teachers struggle in class it 
frequently appears to be due to a lack of control (HMI, 1982b). 


Summarizing the nature of the least successful lessons they had witnessed, 
HMI point out that the 


Characteristics most commonly associated with lessons of low quality 
included .. 


- poor relationships and class control, particularly in the 
secondary schools, where occasionally these seriously inhibited the 
teaching and rendered meaningless any comment on other aspects. 


(HMI, 1982b, p.23) 


The rapid growth of 'special' 
in recent years might also been 
the teaching profession that t 
control in schools. As an HMI 


disorders, psychotic behavio 
as behaviour disorders (Laslett, 1977b, pp.48-9). But as Dawson (1980, 
p.13) found from his Survey, pupils with ‘conduct disorders' (that is 
socially unacceptable behaviour such as aggression, destructiveness, 
stealing, lying, truanting and so on) formed about 76 per cent of pupils in 
these schools. It is with some justification, then, that Special schools and 
units have come to be regarded as ‘sin bins’ where Particularly disruptive 
pupils get sent away from the normal classroom. Their rapid growth 
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during the 1970s might be seen, on the surface at least, as symptomatic of 
an increasing problem of control. 


A crisis of control? 


The picture of classroom control presented so far is clearly one of the 
declining standards of discipline and a developing crisis of control in 
schools. But this is not the whole picture because we need to weigh against 
this impression a number of research findings which suggest instead thata 
far more cautious and qualified position is justified (Docking, 1980; 
Galloway et al., 1982; Jones-Davies and Cave, 1976; Laslett, 1977a). 
Historical evidence, for example, casts doubt on the idea that the control 
problem is anything new to schools (Grace, 1978; Humphries, 1981; 
Swift, 1971) and, as Galloway et al. conclude: 


The evidence does not suggest that schools today are any closer to 
anarchy, than they were in the 1920's and 1930's ... The limited 
available evidence lends no support to the notion of a large increase in 
the number of pupils presenting problems, or in the severity of the 
problems they present. 


(Galloway et al., 1982, pp.11, ix) 


Humphries, emphasizing the point, produced evidence of severe 
disruption in schools during the period 1889-1939 specifically to 


challenge the popular stereotype and academic orthodoxy that portrays 
pupils in the pre-1939 period as disciplined, conformist and submissive 
to the school authority [and to] expose this misleading stereotype by 
tracing the extensive nature of pupil opposition to provided schools. 

(Humphries, 1981, p.28) 


Swift (1971) points out that, in the United States, control difficulties have 
an even longer history. As far back as1837 the records show that 10 per 
cent of Massachusetts’ schools were broken up by rebellious pupils. This 
kind of information should make us wary about getting caught up in any 
hysterical response to a ‘new crisis’ of classroom control. It does not prove 
that things have always been the same but it does warn us against a blind 
acceptance of the common sense truth that control problems are worse 
than they used to be. 

e second reason for caution concerns the evidence of violence. If, for 
the purposes of the present discussion, we turn a blind eye to corporal 
Punishment as a form of institutionalized violence administered by 
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teachers on pupils ( and since 111 of Britain's 125 local education 
authorities still permit corporal punishment this is quite a significant 
narrowing of the whole issue) then it seems that violence in schools is 
actually quite rare. Mills (1976), for example, on the basis of extensive 
research on 13-16 year old pupils in the Midlands, found that the chances 
of a teacher being actually assaulted were very low and that within the area 
studied there appeared to be a hard-core of only about 3 per cent of this 
age-range who could be identified as ‘seriously disruptive children’. Even 
Lowenstein’s (1972) inquiry for the NAS in which it was claimed that ‘the 
amount of varied violence occurring both in secondary and primary 
schools [was] much larger than might have been anticipated from the 
occasional press report’ (p.25) did not actually uncover a picture of 
extensive violence in schools. Of the 1,065 questionnaires returned by 
NAS representatives in secondary schools (from 4,800 sent out), 443 
reported ‘no real problem of violence’ in their schools. Of the 622 who 
reported the existence of violence in their schools, only 66 said it was 
frequent. Furthermore, the kinds of violence reported were not always 


matters as serious as assaults on teachers or other pupils. There were many 


more reports of violence against Property than of violence against the 
person. 


far.' 
Gauging from the fieldwork, though, assaults even of this milder variety 
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were not common events and it became quite clear at least from interviews 
with the staff that violence, or the threat of violence , was not a major 
source of anxiety for them. Approximately a third of the staff at Ashton 
and a third of the staff at Beechgrove were formally interviewed, in each 
case after their lessons had been observed on a number of occasions. 
Apart from the incidents involving the chemistry teacher at Beechgrove, 
at no time during the classroom observation was a teacher molested, 
assaulted or threatened with violence and in none of the sixty-seven 
formal interviews did a teacher suggest that the threat of violence affected 
his or her routine work. When the subject of violence in classrooms was 
broached during the interviews the general theme of the responses was 
that violence certainly might happen but it could generally be avoided 
unless the pupil concerned was ‘psychopathic’. In fact the spirit of the 
responses was captured by the comments of the language teacher at 
Beechgrove whose lessons were interrupted by the attacks on the 
chemistry teacher next door: 


You see, there are some kids who really ought not to be here because 
they’re emotionally unbalanced. There’s not a lot you can do about 
them is there? I mean if they're in the school and you're stuck with them, 
if they're going to do something dreadful like with Miss—— who got 
stabbed, well ... you can't do much to prevent it. But I think you'll find 
most of the teachers here wouldargue that when there's troubleit's usually 
the case that the teacher can sense when something's brewing and can 
usually manage to calm the situation before the kid goes over the top - 
you know, get them out of the room or something. But then there are 
some teachers who just seem to aggravate the stroppy kids and then 
don't know how to ... kind of back down or defuse the situation. 


The teachers I observed and interviewed, while they were aware of a slight 
risk of being assaulted, were actually more concerned with the mundane 
forms of control problem they had to deal with day in, day out, as a 
normal and predictable part of their job. It was in effect, disruptive 
ehaviour rather than violent behaviour which they saw as the basic 
Problem of classroom control.! The reason for this was not that physical 
assaults were regarded in their own right as trivial but that they occurred 
quite rarely in comparison with the less extreme forms of disruption. This 
Point emerged also from the research of Lawrence et al.(1977) in a 
ondon comprehensive school where they tried to gauge the extent of, 
an nature of, disruptive behaviour during two one-week periods; the 
S in November 1976, the second in February 1977. Thirty-six of the 
chers were asked to write special reports on disruptive incidents and 
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these reports were subsequently followed up by interviews to bein 
nature of the event. During the two weeks, 101 incidents were reporte y 
teachers of which only 9 could be categorized as ‘very serious’. ee 
et al. admit to some surprise about this since in their caer P 
‘disruptive behaviour’ as ‘behaviour which seriously interferes wit! e 
running of the school (pp.6,11) they originally had in mind the m es 
extreme cases of disruption like ‘physical attacks’ and the 'malicio : 
destruction of property’. As it became evident, the teachers were mor 

keen to focus on boisterousness and minor infringements of rules Ee 
these were the prevalent form of control problems they experiens 
Disruptive behaviour, from the teacher’s point of view, seemed to inclu d 
'ordinary misbehaviour in the classroom, playground, corridors etc. an 

was not restricted to the more severe incidents of assaults and vandalism 
in school (contra Lawrence et al., 1983, p.82). This is a feature of sek 
understanding of the control problem which needs to be emphasized. 


i P : : e 
From their point of view, control problems are not restricted to th 
explosive instances that 


involving violence or extre 
the less extreme challenges to their authority 


ipline could be seen as a ‘considerable 
nt of the schools that it was a ‘serious 
982), surveying the opinions of 465 
41 local education authorities, found 

school to be ‘totally out of hand’ and 
only 3.6 per cent regarded it as a ‘sı 


a 'problem but 


» Dierenfield (1 
ol teachers in 


ion to be drawn from the data ... is that the 
isruptive behaviour in 
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Disruptive behaviour in class: teacher and pupil 
expectations 


Defined in this way, the ‘problem’ of classroom control has certain 
interesting characteristics. Perhaps the first thing to note is that it is not 
only the teachers who regard disruptive behaviour in class as a problem; 
pupils see it as a problem too, even those who actually resist being 
controlled in classroom (cf Marsh et al.,1978; Willis, 1977). The reason 
for this is because, across a variety of schools and pupils, it is evident that 
pupils expect teachers to be able to exercise control over classes.’ As we see 
at a later stage, being a ‘soft’ teacher is a heinous sin so far as most pupils 
are concerned and a teacher who shows weakness tends to be seen as ‘fair 
game’ because the ‘good teacher’, from the pupils’ point of view, must be 
both willing and able to obtain classroom control. There is, in other 
words, an expectation of control in classrooms that comes not just from 
the public nor just from colleagues in the profession but from the pupils 
themselves as well. But this does not mean that pupils will always be 
supportive of teachers’ efforts to establish classroom control. Without 
defying the laws of logic, pupils can dislike being controlled and, where 
possible, take active steps to undermine the teachers’ efforts to obtain 
control, yet, at the same time, they can (and generally do) expect teachers 
to overcome such resistance and reserve respect for those teachers who 
can impose order on the situation even against the resistance they 
themselves might put up. 

The extent to which pupils resist teacher efforts to get control varies 
widely, of course, from school to school, classroom to classroom, 
depending on the particular circumstances. Put rather crudely, some 
Pupils are more of a ‘control problem’ than others - both in the opinion of 
the staff and by their own admission. Pupils of a particular age, for 
Instance, are notoriously more difficult to handle than others. It is 
amongst the 13-15 year olds that resentment and resistance to control 

Come most evident. Without suggesting for a moment that younger and 
older Pubils acquiesce to control without a struggle or that they can be 

Isregarded as sources of indiscipline, the 13-15 year olds pose greater 
PrOblems because of the stage of emotional, physical and social 
development that accompanies ‘adolescence’. The 13-15 year olds have 
Certain experiences and aspirations which make the whole issue of control 
More sensitive than at other stages. Their dignity is particularly vulnerable 

Davies, 1978; D. H. Hargreaves, 1982) and their relationships with peers 

“quently take precedence over school concerns (Furlong, 1976; Lomax, 

on )- And, given the economic climate of the 1980s, the prospec of 
&term unemployment facing so many of this age group can only serve 


34 Classroom Control 


to cause added anxieties and frustrations as it becomes an imminent 
reality. Without an incentive to strive for examination success the 
potential for disruptive behaviour in class obviously swells. 

As well as the age factor, it is generally held that boys are more 
disruptive in class than girls. This reputation is not without foundation in 
the sense that research evidence points to the fact that boys are more often 
told off in class and that boys tend to be more boisterous and noisy during 
lessons (Corrigan, 1979; Spender, 1980; Standworth, 1983 ). This 
picture of a clear disparity between boys and girls as a control problem, 
however, should not lead unquestionably toward the conclusion that 
disruptive behaviour is exclusively the province of boys. Research show 
quite clearly that girls are not completely passive during lessons and 
certainly cannot be ignored as instigators of control problems in their own 
right (Bird, 1980; Furlong, 1976; Lomax, 1978; Meyenn, 1980). Fuller 
(1983) for instance, on the basis of her research at ‘Torville’, a comprehen- 
sive school in the London Borough of Brent, found ‘no support for the view 
that girls are massively more approved by teachers nor that being 
troublesome in educationally relevant ways is the prerogative of boys’ (p- 
170). Also Davies (1978, 1979) argues that, in practice, girls can end up 
Posing more of a problem to teachers than boys. Although she found that 
boys received far more canings and detentions than girls at ‘Gladstone 
High’ - a comprehensive in the Midlands of England - she stresses that 
this reflected the type of disruptive behaviour rather than its extent and 
that 'any idea first of all that girls are more conformist than boys is given 
avies, 1979, p. 60). In essence 
orms of overt resistance used 
ved' resistance of the girls, plus 
€ deviant activity than the boys 


ance was recognized by teachers and 
t, for the teachers, the difference had 
S they saw it, ‘Girls were initially quieter, 
ious; but having transgressed some rule, they 
pline. Struggles were longer drawn out, and 
ns’ vi i i 
difficult to deal with the gi D eap a an s 
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malicious, bitchy, vicious, catty, surly, resentful’ (p. 65) according to the 
staff. 

Teachers’ preference for teaching boys has been discovered elsewhere 
(Spender, 1982; Stanworth, 1983). Because of their more extrovert and 
attention-demanding behaviour in class, boys become known to the 
teacher more quickly, and it seems in any case that both male and female 
teachers feel more attached to the boys in their classes even where the girls 
have a better academic record. This raises an interesting point. On the 
basis of the evidence available it appears that, though boys tend to use 
more rowdy forms of disruptive behaviour and figure more prominently 
in the rogues gallery of punishments, this does not necessarily mean that 
boys are seen as more difficult to handle nor does it mean that teachers 
prefer to teach girls. On the contrary, it seems that girls are just as 
nonconformist as boys but use forms of resistance to teacher control that 
teachers find more difficult to deal with. Certainly, this was the kind of 
conclusion reached by Fuller (1982, 1983) on the basis of her research at 
"Torville. The girls she studied frequently ‘had an instrumental 
orientation to education, believing that it could offer them something 
useful (paper qualifications) in their longer term efforts to obtain a 
measure of control over their lives’ (Fuller, 1983, p. 177). This was 
Particularly the case for the girls from ethnic minority backgrounds for 
whom educational qualifications offered some hope of increased control 
Over their lives in the face of discrimination both as women and as 
members of ethnic minority groups. For the ‘black’ girls (of West Indian 
Origin or descent) some educational success meant the prospect of a 
slightly better job and a route to a better wage. For the Asian girls, 
educational attainment meant slightly more control over the choice of 
husband along with higher status in the eyes of relatives ‘back home’ in the 
Indian subcontinent. But this did not mean that the black pupils were well 

haved or easy to control. They seemed, instead, to walk a tightrope that 
allowed them to distance themselves from the teachers, the lesson and 
other pupils yet, at the same time, avoid falling foul of system. 


In terms of classroom behaviour, the black girls gave all the appearance 
of being disaffected. Along with many pupils they viewed school as 
‘boring’, ‘trivial’, ‘childish’; their intolerance of the daily routines and 
a criticisms of much that went on inside RE school were oe ia 
ey displayed a nicely judged [indifference] for most aspec j 
800d pupil sek ak us see which would bring them into serious 
Conflict with teachers, the girls were nevertheless frequently involved in 
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This leads us on to another factor commonly associated with pupil 
resistance to classroom control: ethnic in racial origins. As Tomlinson 
(1983) points out in her authoritative review of research findings up to 
1982, it is actually those of West Indian origin or descent (‘black’) who 
have been regarded by teachers as a particular source of difficulty in the 
classroom. Unlike the ‘Asian’ pupils who have a reputation for being 
diligent, well-behaved, intelligent and committed to the work ethic, black 
pupils tend to be negatively stereotyped. Black girls, in particular, have a 
reputation for being disruptive in class and hard to control - a reputation 
that can possibly draw support from the research of Cochrane (1979) and 
Herman (1972). In fact, compared with white pupils and compared with 
Asian pupils, black pupils, girls and boys, are seen by teachers as more 
disruptive and generally less favourably disposed towards their edu- 


cational experience (Bagley, 1976; Coard, 1971; Cochrane, 1979; 
Haynes, 1971; Herman 1972). 


their survey of teacher attitud 


an pupils were stereotyped: 
as both ‘lazy/passive/withdrawn’ a 
e’. Also from the research of Rutter et al. 


T low self-esteem in ethnically mixed 
Mallick and Verma, 1978), that there is 


e liberal regime of many contemporary 
comprehensives and the authoritarianism characteristic of the West 


Indian family (Miller,1970) and that West Indian Pupils are becoming 
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increasingly aware that schooling ‘serves them badly’ (Bagley,1979). As 
the Rampton Report (Department of Education and Science (DES), 1981) 
confirmed, there are good grounds for this last point because West Indian 
pupils continue to underachieve educationally relative to white and Asian 
pupils largely through an ‘unintentional racism’ on the part of teachers 
which channels them away from educational success.? Cochrane (1979) 
makes the point, though, that the level of disruptiveness he found 
amongst West Indian pupils was less damaging than that identified by 
Rutter et al. in 1974 and that the image of West Indian pupils as 
particularly disruptive might be something of a legacy from the 1960s 
When there were special problems of ‘settling into’ the British education 
system faced by West Indian immigrants. During the 1970s the situation 
has eased, he suggests, as both West Indians and whites, pupils and 
teachers, have begun to accommodate to the reality of the multi-ethnic 
classroom. 


A caveat 


A cautionary note is needed at this point. Conclusions about the extent of 
violence and disruption in schools and about the potential of certain 
Pupils such as adolescents, girls and blacks to engage in disruptive 
haviour must be seen as somewhat tentative. One reason for this is that 
new evidence is emerging and new situations are developing which invite a 
constant review of existing ‘truths’. We have already seen how some 
orthodoxies about girls and classroom control have been challenged by 
the findings of Davies and Fuller; conventional wisdoms about blacks and 
schooling have also come under fire recently. Jeffcoate (1984), for 
instance, questions the idea that black pupils in the 1980s any longer havea 
Particularly negative self-image and both M. J. Taylor (1981) and Troyna 
(1984) have argued that the research evidence generally used in support of 
the belief that black pupils underachieve is actually far from conclusive. 
Another reason that the conclusions should remain tentative, is that 
they involve generalizations which obviously mask a highly complex 
reality in which individual pupils and individual teachers interact to 
Produce situations that, to some extent at least, have a certain uniqueness 
about them. Personalities, personal ‘careers’ and identities, specific 
Feactions to specific subjects, and so on, combine to make simple 
8eneralizations at best a partial account of the situation. : 
dded to these reservations, we should note that research on control is 
Particularly difficult in view of the nature of the event being studied and it 
Would be naive to treat the available research evidence as conclusive or È 
'8nore the fact that it often faces methodological problems which limit the 
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reliability of its findings. We need to recognize that the measurement n 
control problems in schools is very much affected by the ways in whist 
incidents are defined, identified and recorded, and that events connecte i 
with control do not readily lend themselves to objective or poe aie 
analysis because they generally involve subjective interpretation s : 
personal discretion rather than precise, absolute matters of fac 
(D. H. Hargreaves et al., 1975; Stebbins, 1970). In the case of assaults on 
teachers, for instance, while teachers might claim to have been the Vietu 
of an assault they might not be prepared to make a formal complaint or 
prosecute the pupil(s) involved. The example of the chemistry teacher F 
Beechgrove illustrates the point. The boys were reported to their heads o 
house but this did not lead to any kind of official complaint against either 
boy for assault. In consequence, the two assaults would not have 
appeared in the official statistics for attacks on teachers because neither 
the teacher himself nor the other teachers immediately involved chose to 
pursue the matter any further. In effect, the incidents were treated as cases 
of particularly disruptive behaviour but not as assault. The degree of the 
assault will obviously have a bearing on this and the matter is iai 
complicated because the term ‘assault’ itself covers the whole range o! f 
violence from vicious attacks that cause serious injury to milder forms o 
physical contact that leave no real damage. The crucial point is, though, 
that where statistics on assault are restricted to those that teachers are 
prepared to follow up in such a way (for example, ILEA figures) then 
clearly the official figures will understate the situation. 

Equally, if not more important, 
questionnaires as the means for 
Schools. Questionnaire surveys 
authorities or on reports from teachers 
problem and such ‘self-reporting’ 
Docking (1980,p.8) indicates, 


» Provide any objective index 
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Complications such as these, while they do not entirely invalidate the 
survey estimates of control problems, suggest the need for a method of 
inquiry about classroom control which does not rely just on teachers’ self- 
reports. In particular, it suggests the need for some in-depth fieldwork to 
complement the survey/self-report type of research and to check just how 
far the survey/self-report conclusions can be substantiated in the practice 
of control in schools. For this reason, the investigation of control in this 
study does not embark on a wide-ranging survey leading to the production 
of statistical data but, instead, rests heavily on qualitative/interpretive 
studies of school settings. Whenever possible this involves ethnographic 
data which aid the understanding of the phenomenon of classroom 
control not by bombarding the reader with figures but by investigating the 
meaning of classroom control for teachers and pupils involved in specific 
settings. Secondary source material is used from a variety of studies, 
Particularly in Chapters 2, 3 and 4, where it is drawn upon quite 
extensively in order to provide a framework for analysis and to ‘set the 
scene’. The subsequent Chapters 5 and 6, rely more exclusively on 
primary source fieldwork data drawn from Ashton, Beechgrove and 
Cedars. But, even though the balance of primary and secondary source 
Material changes, the concern remains the same: to explain the 
Participants’ perceptions and experiences of classroom control and the 
way these are, on the one hand, shaped by the organization of the school 
and, on the other, shape interaction in the classroom, corridors and 
playgrounds. 


Notes 

| On this Point we can adopt Lowenstein's (1975) distinction between ‘violence’, which 

he defines as ‘fairly vicious attacks on other pupils or members of the school staff’, and 

disruptive behaviour’ in which he includes ‘any behaviour short of physical violence 

ba ae interferes with the teaching process and/or upsets the normal running of the 

school’, 

See, for example, Davi 83), Docking (1980), Furlong (1976), 

ple, Davies (1978), Delamont (1983), g 

Gannaway (1976), D. H. Hargreaves (1982), Marsh eral. (1978), Nash ( 1976), Woods 

79). 


Though as Fuller (1980), Troyna and Smith (1983), Jeffcoate (1984) and Troyna 
(1984) have argued, the notion of "West Indian underachievement' is one that needs to 
treated with considerable caution as emerging evidence points to social class factors 
rather than cultural traits associated with the West Indian home as the causal agent 
Concerned with underachievement. : 
n Examples of this approach are Association of Education Committees ( 1975), T 
and Whitfield (1979), Dierenfield (1982), Lowenstein (1972, 1975), Mills >I; 
Pack (1977). Notable alternatives to a dependence on questionnaire responses can 
Ound in D. H.Hargreaves et al. (1975), Galloway et al. (1982), Lawrence eral. ak 
necdotal accounts of the issue exist, for example, in Francis (1975) and Haigh ( $ 
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5 The work of Lawrence et al. (1977, 1983) provides a good example of how research on 


incidents of disruptive behaviour can use self-reports by teachers in conjunction with 
interviews to provide a more detailed picture of the incidents, the motives of those 
involved and the context in which the incidents occurred. 


Teacher Training 


Underlying contemporary debates about the causes and extent of control 
problems in school there is some consensus that responsibility for control 
ultimately rest squarely on the shoulders of the classroom teacher. 
Teachers appreciate this as much as the public and politicians. But this fact 
tells us little about why classroom control is considered to be such a vital 
part of the job, nor does it explain how control is recognized, established 
and challenged by those involved. Without the answers to such questions 
our knowledge of the phenomenon of classroom control has to remain at 
best sketchy, at worst crude. For this reason, this chapter and the next 
start to explore the reasons why classroom control is regarded as so 
central to the life of classrooms and what meaning it holds particularly for 
those charged with establishing control - the teachers. 
his chapter starts from the premise that, since classroom control is a 
basic part of a teacher's duties, clear guidance on what it is and how to get 
it might expect to be found in the professional training which teachers 
undergo in their passage from novice to fully fledged teacher. Certainly, 
there are a number of books aimed at helping teachers on this score.! The 
evidence suggests, however, that when it comes to solid, practical help in 
the classroom the guidance is rather dilute and indirect. Neither during 
their experience at college nor at their initiation in school do newcomers 
receive coaching about classroom control to anything like the extent that 
is necessary to ensure their survival in the classroom. As we shall see, the 
Tesult of this situation is that newcomers are thrown back on to their 
earlier experience of classroom life as pupils in an attempt to cope with the 
tense situation into which they find themselves thrust, and end up giving 
little credence to the principles of teaching that were presented during 
their college training. Their success indeed, seems to depend far more on 
rather tacit set of assumptions that are based on first-hand mE 
experience both as a pupil and as member of staff - what can gs ed a 
‘Hidden Pedagogy’. This, rather than the principles for teaching ai out ue 
traditional’ or ‘progressive’ pedagogies, appears to be the basis o 
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survival, and its significance rests in no small part on the assumptions it 
makes about classroom control. 


Teacher training and attitudes towards classroom control 


In the case of teaching the link between training and the way experienced 
teachers operate in the classroom is not at all straightforward. One of the 
main reasons for this is that, within the world of teaching, there is no single 
approach to the job which is universally accepted as the right approach 
and there is actually a level of controversy and disagreement within the 
profession which complicates matters by confronting newcomers with an 
element of choice, discretion and interpretation of their role. This means 
that the passage from novice to qualified teacher involves more than 
simply learning a set of standard procedures because, from the moment 
they enter the occupation, newcomers become embroiled in a debate 
between two contrasting versions of what the teacher ought to be doing - 
the ‘traditional ’ and ‘progressive’ pedagogies. 

In a sense it is obviously too simplistic to suggest that approaches to 
teaching are really to be split into just two types that correspond exactly 
with traditional and progressive pedagogies and there is sufficient 
empirical evidence for us to be sure that, in practice, styles of teaching are 
a complicated amalgam of ideas and methods that are unlikely to fit neatly 
into any set of formal principles about teaching (cf. N. Bennett, 1976; 
Galton,1980). Yet, having said this, the broad distinction between 
traditional and progressive pedagogies serves a useful purpose by putting 
into relief alternative visions of the teacher's role and it is perhaps mainly 
for this reason that the dichotomy has become firmly embedded in 
discussions about the role of the teachers. 

With traditional pedagogies, the teacher is regarded as the instigator 
and director of all that passes for learning during a lesson. Worthwhile 
knowledge is the preserve of the teacher until he/she dispenses it to the 
class and, from this Perspective, there is considerable emphasis on the 
teacher’s strong control over what is to be learned, at what pace and in 
what order. This strong academic control is generally coupled with an 
element of what has been called ‘social Darwinism’. The pupils here are 
seen as having a rather low capacity for social responsibility and as 
exhibiting in pronounced form a fundamental intractabililty inherent in 
human nature. As a result, the teacher's role is very much involved with 
curbing antisocial behaviour in pupils and great emphasis is placed on the 
teacher's ability to control a class. 

Contrasting with this vision, the progressive pedagogies promote a 
teaching role which is far less obviously authoritarian. Pupils’ knowledge 
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is respected in its own right and teachers are encouraged to use the pupils’ 
existing knowledge and interests as a means for discovering new things. In 
this case the teacher’s role is seen as that of a facilitator or catalyst whose 
function is to mobilize the pupils’ inherent inquisitiveness. The control 
element is played down. Control, it is argued, can be reduced in 
significance as part of the teacher's role if pupils are encouraged to become 
interested and involved in the learning process and are therefore less in 
need of cajoling or forcing into the lesson structure. Pupils' compliance, in 
this view, derives from the teaching while for the traditional pedagogy 
control precedes the teaching. 

In practice, though, the newcomers are not faced with an entirely free 
choice between such alternative views of the work because when they start 
their training they are generally exposed to progressive rather than 
traditional pedagogies. Education professors are well known for 
promoting ideas about the job which are generally far more ‘progressive’ 
in nature than the ideas and practices of those at the chalk-face and, as a 
result, trainees tend to exhibit an orientation to teaching which is 
correspondingly progressive. This progressive orientation, however, is 
rather short-lived because it appears from the available evidence that the 
ideas and practices promoted by education professors actually fail to 
achieve much of a long-term impact on the thinking of recruits and that 
there is, in some ways, a ‘discontinuity’ between programmes of training 
and the later classroom activity of teachers. Repeatedly, researchers have 
been led to the conclusion that, whatever the short-term impact of college 
courses, experienced teachers appear to bear few of the hallmarks of their 
professional training.2 They develop an attitude of what Hoy (1968, 
p.314)refers to as ‘impersonality’, pessimism and ‘watchful distrust’ and, 
as Morrison and McIntyre confirm, 


When the educational opinions of ... teachers are examined over the 


whole period of training and initial teaching it is clear that changes 
during training in the direction of increased naturalism, radicalism, 
tendermindedness are to varying degrees being reversed after a single 
year of teaching. 
(Morrison and McIntyre, 1967, p.162) 
There is an apparent shift from progressive to traditional pedagogy and, in 
essence, a change in attitude on the part of new recruits 


(1) away from warm, child-centred, humanistic, progressive and 
‘open’ approaches, and i 
(2) towards cold, bureaucratic, traditional approaches with a 


'custodial' pupil control ideology. 
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Changes is attitude towards classroom control are, of course, crucial to 
this general change of direction. As Hoy, amongst others, has 
demonstrated, despite the attempts of college tutors to promote a 
permissive approach to pupil control and discipline, teaching practice and 
the probationary year witness a distinct shift to a more ‘custodial’ pupil 
control ideology and to a generally more authoritarian approach. The new 
teachers he studied showed a quite dramatic change in attitude which 
meant that, despite what they were taught during training, 


after two years of teaching experience, 87 per cent of the elementary 
teachers and 82 per cent of the secondary teachers described their 
school as one in which ‘good teaching and good classroom control tend 
to be equated’. 


(Hoy, 1969, p.262) 


In this respect, perhaps more than any other, despite the great variety of 
training establishments,’ the one thing the training programmes have in 
common is their apparent inability to instil any lasting influence. 

But what causes the newcomers to change their attitudes so sharply 
when they leave their college? It could be, as writers like Hoy have 
suggested, that the change is simply a response to the new set of demands 
facing the recruit when he/she starts in the classroom. While at college 
these demands centre largely on satisfying tutors in terms of predomi- 
nantly academic criteria and this puts some pressure on the trainee to 
express views more or less in line with the (relatively progressive) thinking 
of college tutors.* What is expressed during training, in other words, is 
shaped to a large extent by the ethos and demands of life in the college 
setting where theoretical/academic considerations are important. But, 
when faced with the particular demands of teaching practice or the initial 
year of teaching, orders of priority are likely to change and the changing 
attitudes might merely reflect the new demands of the particular 
circumstances in which they are operating. This point, though, has led 
some recent writers to be suspicious about the extent to which the 
attitudes-as-expressed can be treated as an authentic representation of the 
internalized views of the student teacher or probationer - particularly in 
the light of the rapid and dramatic reversal of these attitudes (Hanson and 
Herrington, 1976; Lacey, 1977; Mardle and Walker,1980; Shipman, 
1966, 1967). These writers argue that attitudes-as-expressed need 
to be understood not necessarily as a genuine response to the 
situation but possibly as a ‘front’ disguising other more internalized 
attitudes which the trainee or new teacher feels it would be unwise 
to express under the prevailing circumstances. So while trainees 
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might appear, for the purposes of success on the courses, to have 
adopted a progressive stance, they might just as easily remain detached 
from this position and secretly hold other views about the nature of 
teaching. 

Such a ‘strategic fraud’ on the part of trainees would imply, of course, 
that in many basic respects, the attitudes of trainees could remain 
unaffected by the content of training courses, a point brought home to 
Petty and Hogben in their research. On the basis of their findings they 
argue that, 


Students [can] employ ‘impression management’ to insulate them- 
selves from college influence and to retain attitudes they entered with, 
attitudes more akin to those found in schools than those the training 


institutions would like to transmit. 
(Petty and Hogben, 1980, p.51) 


As they go on to suggest, this prospect is due in large part to the relatively 
weak socializing impact of the training establishments. Unlike other 
professions such as medicine and law where considerably more attention 
is devoted to instilling new ‘professional’ attitudes, for teachers the 
training rigours are relatively mild and ineffective (Dreeben, 1970; 
Lortie, 1968). Asa result, the vision of their work with which newcomers 
emerge after training is not necessarily one moulded by the period at 
college, but can depend on beliefs and expectations about the work 
which existed prior to, and independent of, what went on at college. The 
initial predispositions of those entering the occupation, in other words, 
have every chance of surviving the period of training to emerge as strong as 
ever in the attitudes and expectations of fully fledged teachers. Certainly, 
Petty and Hogben’s findings led them to conclude just this because they 
discovered that teachers, probationers and trainee teachers viewed the job 
of teaching in basically the same way as a sample of students who had had 
no contact with the world of schools since they themselves had been there 
as pupils. Training it seemed, had done little to alter the teachers’ or 
trainees’ conceptions of the task. : 
The power of these prior expectations, and their ability to survive 
despite the efforts of college tutors, owes much to the ingrained nature of 
those expectations. Trainees, after all, have sat in classrooms and watched 
teachers at work for some thirteen years before starting their training and 
during this period it is reasonable to assume that they developed some 
pretty firm beliefs about what was good teaching and what was bad. So, by 
the time they enter college, trainee teachers like most other members of the 
public have an ingrained conception of what the job is all about as a result of their 
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protracted experience as pupils in classrooms (Hanson and Herrington, 1976; 
Lortie, 1969, 1975; Maddox, 1968; Mardle and Walker, 1979). This 
means that even as trainees they are not really total newcomers to the 
world of teaching. They do not have to struggle to fathom out the job since 
their previous experience would appear to be quite sufficient to inform 
them about the nature of the demands they face and the things they are 
expected to achieve. Their primary concern, indeed, is not to discover 
what the job is all about but to find out how to accomplish it. 

For trainees and probationers, then, the main anxiety tends to revolve 
around developing the skills that will enable them to put into practice 
what they already know to be the demands of the job. This, as Petty and 
Hogben’s research revealed, would explain the trainee teachers 
preference for the practical side of training. In their words: 


The orientation shown by the respondents was essentially practical and 
task-oriented, and reflects the common complaint by teacher educators 
that students have little interest in the wider ramifications of their jobs: 
the sociological, psychological, philosophical and political implications 
and consequences of what they do. Again, this finding is consistent with 
Lortie’s assertion that education students, having been socialized for 
teaching by their experiences as pupils, and thus believing they know 
teaching, are more concerned with learning practical skills than theory 
which may bear upon those skills. 


(Petty and Hogben, 1980, pp. 55-6) 


In this respect the situation of new teachers can be likened to that of 
someone starting driving lessons. New drivers have probably already 
observed what driving is all about as passengers but during driving lessons 
the problem they face is how to achieve the various manoeuvres they 
know to be necessary. Their anxiety is not about what is to be done but 
about the practical skills which will allow them to accomplish their goals- 
and protracted study of the Highway Code is of limited value for this 
purpose. The Highway Code will not furnish the learner with the skills of 
steering, changing gear, three-point turns or hill starts yet it is these which 
are the kinds of practical concerns which rightly capture the attention of 
the beginner. 

In the same way, it is easy to predict that new teachers will worry about 
their abilities at the practical side of the job and therefore look favourably 
on the opportunity to practise the skills in class. That is why teaching 
practice is seen as the most important part of the training programme. For 
the same reason, we can see why training programmes which appear to be 
weighted towards theory raise anxieties on the part of the trainees about 
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the amount of practical experience they can get (Morrison and 
McIntyre, 1969). 


Socialization on site 


The newcomers’ anxiety about the practical skills of the job, as Dreeben 
points out, is compounded by the fact that, 


Unlike medical training institutions, institutions that train teachers do 
not provide anything approaching a system of supervised apprentice- 
ship; thus many new teachers start their first job green - and then go it 
alone. ... Immediately following graduation (or even before), students 
embark on the first job, one entailing full classroom responsibilities, 
ecologically isolated from experienced colleagues, but subject to 
sporadic supervision from school administration, supervision that even 
if helpful cannot be based on prolonged observation. Hence the portrait 
of the beginning teacher: cut-off from the sources of knowledge 
underlying his work, isolated from colleagues and superiors, left alone 
to figure out the job - discover, correct or repeat his own errors - 


through his own experience. 
(Dreeben,1970, pp. 64,128-9) 


Given the same responsibility in the classroom as senior staff, their 
problem is not only that they are pretty ‘green’ but that, right from the 
start, they are left very much to their own devices, as Lortie (1968) puts it, 
‘to sink or swim’. They actually receive remarkably little direction on the 
mechanics of coping with a classroom full of pupils and what guidance 
they do receive tends to be around broad patterns of acceptability rather 
than specific details of practice because, as Edgar has argued: 


Teaching differs from the professions in the relatively small amount of 
colleague interaction if affords newcomers. Isolated in individual 
classrooms, experienced colleagues have little time to ‘socialize’ the new 
teacher into the ‘teacher subculture’ other than in terms of broad 
“general acceptability’. 


(Edgar, 1974, p. 246) 


This process in which newcomers are assimilated 5 into the existing regime 
does not normally need to be oppressive because the new teachers are 
generally anxious to win the approval of the established staff and are 
Prepared to slot in with their approach rather than cling to ideas gathered 
from training or elsewhere (cf.Hanson and Herrington, 1976; Leacock, 
1969; McPherson, 1972). It is the rare exception indeed who stands out 
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against established practices during his/her first years in the profession. 
When we consider, too that pupils exert considerable pressure on 
newcomers and experienced alike to fit in with established conventions, in 
particular the need to assert control it is not surprising that if the 
newcomer is conscious of any inconsistency between approaches 
suggested at college and those advocated by colleagues, it is the ideas of 
senior school colleagues which carry the day. Just as Hanson's (1975) 
research revealed: 


The contrast between [the need for control] and the radical rhetoric at 
college creates no great tensions for most students. What matters most 
to them is what is seen to matter most to senior colleagues. 


In practice, then, it tends to be the ability of newcomers to establish 
control, rather than their willingness, which proves to be the main 
stumbling block. This point was illustrated by Mr Evans, a senior teacher 
at Ashton's upper school who had official responsibility for overseeing the 
performance of new teachers in the school. In his experience 
‘performance’ generally boiled down to 'contrcl' and, during an 
interview, he recalled several cases of newcomers who had struggled 
because their classroom control was not good enough. As he saw it, all 
teachers suffered occasionally from difficult pupils and awkward classes 


but new teachers had to work especially hard at establishing a reputation 
for good control. 


But some can't and, just rarely, some don't want to. In most cases, with 
a school like Ashton, it comes as quite a shock to the system to have to 
face a class of [lower band] kids. Most of the Probationers are pretty 
level-headed, though, and use their common sense. They soon adapt 
and sort of tone down their high-flown theory they've just learnt at 
college and concentrate more on control. Well ... they have to just to 
survive. I help to an extent - usually a word in their ear if I feel they're 
not putting enough emphasis on control. More usually it's kind of 
counselling while the probationers go through the trauma of adjusting 
to reality ... the real world of teaching as it is in Ashton. 


On another occasion Mr Evans described his anxiety over Miss 
McCready, a geography teacher on her probationary year. She had spoken 
to Mr Evans on two or three occasions about leaving the job. Mr Evans 
was convinced that she was potentially a good teacher and that, if she 
could 'stick it through the early stages', she would survive and flourish. 
What worried Mr Evans was that, in the last instance, there was little he 
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could actually do to help. Certainly he could encourage her and console 
her when things were bad. He could also suggest certain general ways of 
improving the situation. But his advice and counselling, as he saw it, could 
have little direct effect on the classroom situation since he could not 
engage in coaching practical skills without joining her lessons and 
effectively broadcasting her ‘failure’ to pupils and colleagues alike. 

Miss McCready was one of only three teachers who declined to be 
observed or interviewed. She said that, because she was new to the job, 
there was little she could say that would be enlightening and little to see by 
way of ‘good practice’ in her lessons because she was still learning the 
ropes. In the staffroom she avoided discussion of work-related matters 
except with colleagues with whom she worked closely. At the end of her 
probationary year she left the job and, as later word of mouth indicated, 
had quit teaching altogether. 

The question posed by this is whether Miss McCready would have 
fared better had she been initiated ina less isolated manner. At Cedars, for 
example, new humanities teachers could expect to spend a good 
proportion of their time (usually one-third to one-half) as part of teams 
teaching in open-plan classrooms. Here they had the chance to witness 
experienced teachers at work and to operate under the protective wing of 
senior colleagues whose very presence in the same room could do much to 
alleviate initial control problems. Certainly the probationers observed at 
Cedars were appreciative of the help this gave them and it was an 
advantage to the team teaching arrangements which was openly discussed 
by both the experienced teachers and probationers. 

In general, the newcomers said that they received implicit support, 
occasionally direct support, from the more experienced members of the 
team and this made their initial teaching experience less fraught with 
tension and anxiety. This support could be observed in the way 
experienced team members reacted when they were joined by a trainee or 
probationer. On one occasion, for instance, when a team that had been 
observed over five double periods was joined by a student teacher who 
replaced one of the regulars, the lesson started with an uncharacteristic 
outburst from one of the regulars demanding work and ‘no mucking 
about this lesson’. The other team regular went on to operate with his 
group behind a partition, while the *task-master' worked alongside the 
student teacher. Though they worked with separate sets of pupils his 
Presence and occasional admonishments to his own set seemed to have a 
tipple effect on the student’s set of pupils. When the situation was 
discussed later, the regular team member said that his actions were 
consciously those of the ‘team heavy’. As most of the humanities staff 
recognized, it generally fell to one of the team members to become the 
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‘team heavy’ who took the burden of responsibility for control in the 
group. As this particular member of staff put it: 


One person often gets to be the ‘team heavy’ - an uneasy role. The role 
will be more of a responsibility for the experienced teacher - and it's 
good for the less experienced who get sheltered a bit. 


By ‘coming on heavy’ he felt he could show the student how to ‘make your 
presence felt’ and ‘get things moving’ while at the same time, giving the 
student a chance to settle down and get some confidence. The student 
appreciated these motives and said she felt that 


as an inexperienced teacher, it's a great help to be alongside more ex- 
perienced colleagues, especially in a course which makes heavy demands. 


Two of the staff in their probationary year, however, expressed some 
reservations about being cosseted by the system. Both had come to the 
school on their only teaching practice (being postgraduates) and spent 
most of their timetable with humanities lessons. Both were subsequently 
appointed to their first posts in the department. At the start of their 
probationary year they were slightly worried that their experience of ‘solo’ 
teaching was slight and that they were not well prepared for the more 
individualized approaches of the conventional classroom. They also 
reflected upon the embarrassment that team teaching could cause 
trainees. As one of the probationers, Miss Robinson, put it: 


You have to weigh the good against the bad. I mean, the best side of 
[team teaching] for me was that I was never so much worried about 
discipline ... more about how good my lesson preparation was if the 
other staff were going to hear it. That caused me sleepless nights. Then 
back at [the postgraduate education department] I was really a bit 
surprised at the horror stories that the other students had. I don’t mean 
I never worried about control but the others seemed to talk about it as 
being everything ... and bugger the lesson content. ... Now I’ve got the 
jitters a bit because I’ve not had to teally face a long spell with a 
particular class up till now. ... and another side of it is this. When you 
start off in team - er, the team situation - all your mistakes are visible not 
just to the kids but to the colleagues as well. God knows how I got the job 
when I think of some of the things I did when I started last year on T.P.- 
and that they all saw. At least I suppose they saw them. I felt wished the 
floor would swallow me up sometimes. There was no chance of making 
your mistakes in private and keeping quiet about them. 
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The situation at Cedars, it ought to be stressed, was not common and for 
the vast majority of teachers there is no opportunity to choose between 
shared and individual modes of induction. For them it is a case of 
necessity that they go solo straight away and draw on a fund of common 
sense to help them survive initial encounters. 


Classroom experience and the ‘Hidden Pedagogy’ 


There seems to be an inherent continuity in approaches to the work, 
handed on from generation to generation of teachers and remarkably 
impervious to changes in educational theory. As we have seen, this is 
because the crucial factor in shaping teachers’ understanding of their work 
is classroom experience. As pupils, before they ever enter the world of 
professional teaching, and later as trainees and probationers, it is through 
this medium that they come into contact with the kinds of ideas and 
practices which are vital to the job. 

Both kinds of experiences expose the teacher to the culture of the 
classroom - to a system of beliefs and expectations about appropriate 
behaviour which carries with it some demand for conformity from those 
who participate in the class. And both kinds of experiences expose the 
Participants to certain pressures which have to be understood and met if 
the participants are to operate successfully in the classroom. For the 
Pupils, as it is well known, this means coming to terms with the ‘hidden 
curriculum’ (Jackson,1968; Snyder,1971). Informally, they learn about 
such things as the need for tolerance and patience, and how to cope with 
the frustrations of classroom life. Through harsh experience they learn 
what frame of mind they need to adopt, what deceptions and what 
strategies, if they are to survive in the classroom. Most of all, they learn 
about the vast difference in power that exists between teachers and pupils. 
To survive in classrooms, in other words, pupils learn to deal with a covert 
set of hoops and hurdles. But what is generally overlooked is that teachers 
also face a set of pressures arising from the informal organization of the 
classroom. They, too, need to conform with an unwritten set of 
assumptions about their conduct if they are to survive and flourish - 
assumptions that do not stem directly from either the formal organization 
of the school or the principles of teaching outlined in formal pedagogies. 

ese assumptions, on the contrary, stem from the culture of the 
classroom and they provide the teacher with a set of aims and methods for 
use in class which, as a parallel to the ‘hidden curriculum’, we can call a 
Hidden Pedagogy’. At the heart of this Hidden Pedagogy is the need for 
teachers to establish classroom control. As Haigh has noted, 
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Control the class, then teach the class isa common theme passed on from 
one teaching generation to another, with the accompanying notion that 
the teacher who cannot control never gets to the point of being able to 
teach. 


(Haigh, 1979, p.7) 


It means that no matter how brilliant in their subject, teachers who are 
unwilling or unable to establish control of the classroom are doomed to 
failure and will always be seen as poor teachers. And it states quite 
categorically the order of precedent which the two aspects of the job 
deserve, with control being not simply a desirable complement to teacher 
skills but an absolute imperative without which there can be no progress 
in the task. As Marland (1975, p.4) has made the point, ‘a teacher must 
face up the fact that "controlling" is part of his task, and if he fails in that 
he will fail in much else’. This was the crucial issue facing Miss McCready 
at Ashton. As a history teacher, with twenty-two years teaching 
experience commented on her plight, the training establishments were 


largely to blame for not preparing the likes of Miss McCready for the basic 
realities of successfull teaching. 


They come out of college with all these bright ideas - these marvellous 
ideas - and yet, when they find they're in the classroom situation they 
try and put these ideas over before establishing their own classroom 
discipline. And so many of them find that they’re failures ... and, you 
know, a lot of them give up very easily. 

You know, they don’t seem to teach them in colleges now it's 
discipline first - you can put over your subject afterwards. You have to 
establish your rapport with the child ... the children in the classroom. 
They'll know where they are with you. You'll know where you are with 
them. And then you can start from square one - but you have to have 
control first. You cannot go wading in with kids flying all over the place. 


Obviously, this facet of the Hidden Pedagogy is not hidden from 
teachers. Nor is it necessarily hidden from pupils because they area part of 
the setting that gives rise to the Hidden Pedagogy. The Hidden Pedagogy 
is, however, ‘hidden’ in the sense that it contrasts with the explicit 
principles and formulae for teaching that exist in the traditional or 
progressive pedagogies. The Hidden Pedagogy, for its part, is an implicit set 
of assumptions about the aims of teaching and methods of achieving them which, 
whilst certainly understood and practised by teachers, rarely becomes 
articulated into something with the status of a theory of teaching. It is a 
common-sense knowledge of the job that underpins successful teaching 
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but one which is not usually given much credence in philosophical or 
theoretical considerations of the job. This common-sense knowledge, as 
we have seen, exists prior to, and independent of, formal pedagogies. Although 
in many respects it is similar to the traditional pedagogies, especially in 
terms of classroom control, it comes from a very different source - 
classroom experience. It is not learnt in the college lecture theatre but the 
school classroom and because it tends to be learnt on site through classroom 
experience it is, in this sense markedly different from formal pedagogies. 
For the same reason, it also differs from Bernstein’s (1977) concept of 
‘Invisible Pedagogy’. The Invisible Pedagogy as used by Bernstein differs 
basically because it refers specifically to the pre-school and infant stages of 
teaching and it stems from the organic solidarity of the ‘new middle class’ 
in which the relevant teachers are located. The Hidden Pedagogy, in 
contrast, stems from school organization and permeates primary and 
secondary level of teaching. It derives from classroom experience rather 
than social class experience and emphasizes the classroom context as the 
salient factor in shaping teachers’ attitudes andactivity at work. Finally, as 
the previous comment would suggest, the Hidden Pedagogy is a practical 
Tesponse to the prevailing classroom circumstances. Prevailing classroom 
circumstances play a vital role for the Hidden Pedagogy especially when it 
comes to explaining classroom control in the contemporary school because 
they are treated as independent variables rather than dependent variables. 
Unlike formal pedagogies which stress the way teachers can create the 
circumstances that best suit the required approach the emphasis is clearly 
on the way teachers react to situations which they did not initiate. It 
teflects the real world of the classroom where teachers find so much of 
their time is spent responding to situations rather than creating them and 
where the dominant features of classroom life are frequently preordained. 
The Hidden Pedagogy is a response to these circumstances. It is a set of 
aims and methods of teaching which stem from practical imperatives In 
the classroom and, unless these imperatives are altered, it will tend to 
Persist despite changes in pedagogic theory espoused at training 
establishements or elsewhere. : 

As a basis of teaching, the 'Hidden Pedagogy' contains wisdom about 
Survival in class and guidelines that differentiate practical competence as 
à teacher from practical incompetence. Fundamental to this is the belief 
that classroom control is the prime duty of the teacher and that classroom 
Control is an absolutely necessary prerequisite for successful teaching. The 
centrality of classroom control to the work of teachers, then, does not 


epend upon the acceptance by teachers of some sort of pi^ 
Supported pedagogy which locates classroom control amongst a variety [o 
of classroom control, in reality, 


related aims and methods. The centrality 
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reflects partly the way ideas held by the public and enshrined in i 
precedent can permeate into the thinking of those who embark on teac z 
training courses, partly the legacy of classroom practices witnessed an 
experienced by entrants to the profession during the thirteen or so years 
when they themselves were pupils, partly the failure of teacher training 
courses to destroy the trainees’ lay or common-sense assumptions about 
the job, and partly the socializing effect of senior colleagues who tend to 
reinforce the expectations about control most new teachers bring to their 
first job. When these factors are combined, it is little wonder that any 
formal pedagogy that espouses less emphasis on classroom control, no 
matter how logical or justified its argument in its own right, is likely to be 
resisted. It flies in the face of what ‘everyone knows’ about the job of 
teaching. : 

Having identified in the Hidden Pedagogy a source of continuity in 
attitudes about classroom control, we need to be wary about treating it as 
some static, monolithic force dictating to teachers the aims and methods it 
is reasonable for them to adopt. For two reasons, indeed, the Hidden 
Pedagogy ought not to be seen in this light. First, whereas formal 
pedagogies strive for logical consistency in the ideas and beliefs they put 
forward, the Hidden Pedagogy as we have argued, is a pragmatic response 
to a variety of classroom pressures and strives for practical usefulness 
more than anything else . Coherence and logical consistency, therefore, 
are not top of its lists of priorities. It is likely to contain certain 
contradictory ideas. It can adopt ideas associated with traditional 
pedagogies and it can adopt ideas associated with progressive pedagogies 
but the rationale for their inclusion has little to do with the development 
of a logically related set of ideas and practices. Their inclusion, instead, 
depends on their ability to cope with the practical problems confronting 
the the teacher in the classroom. 

The second reason the Hidden Pedagogy should not be seen as a static, 
monolithic force is because it is context specific. Because the Hidden 
Pedagogy is related to classroom conditions, if these conditions change SO 
will the Hidden Pedagogy. What we have argued so far is that teachers face 
some characteristic problems and that these exist despite some more 
obvious differences surrounding the organization of lessons. That does 
not mean that such problems are immutable or that alternatives are out of 
the question, Alternatives in the form of ‘free schooling’ pose radically 
different problems for teachers, especially in terms of the teachers’ 
control function and, according to this reasoning, can expect to generate a 
different Hidden Pedagogy (cf.Swidler,1979). Even within more 
mainstream schools, team teaching and open-plan classrooms can pose 
basically new problems that promote a different Hidden Pedagogy and, to 
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a lesser extent, so will those lessons that occur outside the normal kind of 
classroom. Games lessons, drama, art classes and lessons that take place in 
laboratories all contain circumstances liable to cause a slight variation in 
the Hidden Pedagogy pertaining to those specific kinds of lesson. 


Conclusion 


It appears that neither teacher training nor the induction of newcomers on 
site does much to alter perceptions about the classroom control originally 
brought to the occupation. Teacher training has a limited influence 
because of its relatively weak socializing effect and the ability of trainees to 
put up a ‘front’ disguising and protecting deeper-felt views of the job. And 
at school, during teaching practice and the probationary year, the 
Socialization of the newcomer is usually of a general nature and, in any 
Case, such pressure as exists tends to confirm and reinforce expectations 
already held by the newcomer. So there is a good chance that teachers, 
even when fully fledged, hold certain views about the job which match 
their assumptions before they entered the occupation. 

Classroom experience is crucial to this deep-rooted continuity in ideas 
and practices: it is classroom experience that shapes the Hidden Pedagogy. 
But what is the experience of classroom life which affects generation after 
generation of pupils and teachers, and what features of schooling can we 
identify that have remained stable over a number of generations and 
which are so general that they are experienced across the spectrum of 
schools in the educational system? If we are to probe the phenomenon of 
classroom control further these are questions that must be answered. 

The answers, as we see in the next chapter, emerge froma consideration 
of the way schools are organized. School organization involves certain 
arrangements which are so common and fundamental to our perception 
of the normal school that their effects are all too easily overlooked or 
regarded as immutable facts of life. However, close investigation reveals 
that we can hardly afford to overlook the basics because it is these basics 
that account for the continuity of the Hidden Pedagogy: they have 
Survived changes in curriculum and formal pedagogy, and permeate most 
types of schooling. 

€ pressures and opportunities experi San ; 
Shaped in large part by these basics of school organization and, in 
Particular, we will concentrate on the effects of the closed classroom 
arrangements that are prevalent in contemporary schools. But to 
emphasize the point that aspects of school organization like the closed 
classroom are not immutable facts of life, we will also look at case-study 


enced by teachers and pupils are 
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material drawn from Cedars to consider how classroom experience can be 
radically altered by changes in organization - in this instance the adoption 


of team teaching in open-plan classes instead of the conventional closed 
classroom. 


Notes 


3 
2 


See, for instance, Curwin and Mendler (1980), Docking (1980), Gnagey (1975,1981), 
Marland (1975), Robertson (1981) and Saunders (1979). 

Notable contributions to this argument come from Butcher (1965), Dreeben (1970), 
Hanson and Herrington (1976), Hoy (1967, 1968, 1969, 1974), Hoy and Rees (1977), 
Kuhlman and Hoy (1974), Lacey (1977), Lortie (1968, 1969, 1975), McNamara 
(1981), McIntyre and Morrison (1967), Morrison and McIntyre (1967), J-K. Taylor 
and Dale (1971), Williams (1963), Willower et al. (1973), Wiseman and Start ( 1965). 
As Lacey (1977) amongst others, has argued, there are a variety of routes towards 
qualification as a teacher and this multiple-type entry does much to make teaching a 
divided profession - split by subject specialisms, by the type of institution for training, 
by the final qualification, and by the distinction between primary and secondary 
teachers. 

Ironically, as Mardle and Walker (1980) argue, the colleges retain a highly traditionalist 
hidden curriculum even if the content of the work espouses progressive alternatives. 
Student success demands a certain traditionalism in this respect. 

The socialization of new teachers is dealt with in some more detail by Coulter and 
Taft(1973), Hanson and Herrington (1976), Lacey (1977), Lortie (1968, 1975) and 
Willower (1969). 

The socializing effect of pupil on teachers has been examined for instance by Delamont 
(1983), Hanson and Herrington (1976) and Nash (1976), and the pupil's expectation of 


strong control is explicit in Corrigan (1979) and in Docking's (1980) review of the 
relevant literature. 


School Organization 


Schools tend to be large, crowded places. Though there are a number of 
primary and rural schools with just a few teachers and fewer than fifty 
pupils, the norm is much larger particularly in the case of secondary 
schools (see Table 3.1) and this generates certain problems characteristic 
of large organizations. As large organizations, schools first need to achieve 
goals and meet objectives set by the environment in which they exist. They need 
to be responsive to the social, political and economic demands that dictate 
whether they survive or fail. Second, they need to co-ordinate the 
activities of their personnel in a manner which is effective for achieving 
these goals within the constraints of the available resources. Such co- 
ordination of activities normally involves a formal organizational structure 
in which duties are specified through rules and procedures, where 
responsibility and accountability is established through a hierarchy of 
authority, and where resources like materials, personnel and time get 
distributed in a rational manner. Third, there is a need to motivate members 
to comply with the formal structure. Without a tolerable level of compliance 
the formal blueprint for activities becomes irrelevant and useless, and this 
is why large organizations tend to build in to their structure a blend of 
incentives, rewards and sanctions designed to persuade the members to 
Operate within lines set by the formal structure. But to point to such 
aspects of organization which schools share in common with other large 
Organizations is not to imply that schools are simply the same as all other 
large organizations. This would miss the fact that, in terms of their goals, 
their structure and motivation of their members, schools have certain 
features which give them a distinctive character (cf. King, 1983). What it 
does do, instead, is to suggest a perspective for investigating the effects of 
schools on their members - a perspective which might reveal something 
about the character of control problems and how they have their genesis 
in the ways schools, as a particular kind of organization, try to cope with 
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Table 3.1 School size based on pupil numbers: England, January 1983 


Type Number of pupils 

of 

school 1-50 51-200 201-400 401-800 801-1,200 1,201-1,500 1,00 Total 
Primary 1905 10,503 623 472 1 = — 19,604 
Middle 

deemed 

primary 1 147 533 76 = — - 757 
Middle 

deemed 

secondary = 33 286 326 3 = = 648 
Secondary 1 43 206 — 1401 1,550 486 218 3,905 
Total 1907 10,726 7,748 2215 1,554 486 218 24914 
Total 


Pupils 65,387 1,410,495 2,096,588 1,298,087 1,519,335 644,293 364,717 7,398,902 
% of 


pupils (089%) (19-0695) (28-3496) (17:54%) (20-53%) (8796) (493%) 


Source: DES, Schools Statistics Dept, May 1984 


co-ordinating many staff and pupils towards given goals using limited 
resources. 


School goals 


Paisey (1981) argues that an important hallmark of schools as 
organizations is the degree of uncertainty surrounding their goals. There is 
no one agreed educational goal nor is there agreement on the political 
purpose of education. Teachers, pupils, parents, politicians and governors 
bring to bear a variety of perspectives and values which ensure that 
schools operate with goals that are complex, shifting and frequently 
disputed from within their own membership. 

This absence of any single, agreed educational goal has repercussions in 
terms of classroom control. It means that classroom control can have no 
universally accepted role to play in the achievement of educational goals, 
with different members being able to interpret the role in different ways- 
As we saw in Chapter 2, traditional and progressive pedagogies provide 
very different visions of the role of the teacher and few signs exist of any 
consensus emerging from the competing paradigms. There are, in other 
words, no absolute bench-marks offered by educational theory against 
which teacher activity, pupil behaviour or school results can be measured. 
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the London Borough of Camden, the teachers at both schools argued, 
with some justification (Denscombe,1977) that their intake of pupils 
posed special difficulties which exacerbated problems of control and 
hindered the prospects of concentrating on the inculcation of curricular 
knowledge - ‘teaching proper’. The pupils did not reflect the full range of 
abilities and were particularly under-represented at the the top end of the 
range: there was a large ethnic mix in the schools; and there was 
predominance of pupils from working-class backgrounds. As a result, the 
staff at both the schools were not optimistic about the possibility of 
concentrating on ‘teaching proper’ and held modest expectations about 
the academic potential of their pupils. This low expectation, it is fair to 
point out, did not appear to be based on elitism or prejudice on the part of 
the staff but was a product of the teachers’ understanding of their pupils’ 
social background and the way this provided the pupils with limited 
academic aspirations. Reinforced by their classroom experience, this low 
expectation led the staff at Ashton and Beechgrove to stress that, under 
the circumstances in which they worked, the control aspect of their job 
assumed particular significance and occupied much of their time. As a 
social studies teacher as Ashton commented: 


I think the main problem is that we have got a group of kids whose sort 
of natural intelligence is being masked by their social background and 
inability of communicating with the teachers - an inability to cope with 
this kind of structure of class that we have got. So they get bored and 
become behaviour problems. And this, you know, snowballs into the 
fifth year when there are behaviour problems for everybody, you know. 
We just struggle with the control, control, control, all the time. And 
that’s what it’s all about then, you see, getting control. 


Schools with ‘control’ goals are not necessarily the norm, of course, but 
what the situation of sink, ghetto, ‘problem’ schools illustrates is the 
variety of goals that can coexist where goals are shaped by theoretical 
preferences and practical considerations in the absence of any universally 
accepted or unilaterally imposed goal covering all schools. 


Accountability 


The variety and complexity of goals in education does not prevent 
individuals from having fairly coherent conceptions of what they would 
like to see achieved and how they would pursue their goals. Head teachers, 
in particular, wield considerable influence in this respect and normally 
have the power to implement their vision via their control over the 
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Organizational structure of their school. Burgess (1983) demonstrates this 
Point in his ethnography of a Midlands comprehensive school in England. 
He shows how the head, Mr Goddard, had a definite conception of the 
school’s Purpose and maps the ways in which Mr Goddard sought to 
impose this vision through the school organization. As with most schools, 
Mr Goddard was aided by the formal articles of government of the school 
which stipulated that ‘The head teacher shall control the internal 
Organization, management and discipline of the school’. 

Limits to the power of head teachers are set by the accountability of 
schools to the community. Though head teachers in Britain, the USA and 
Australia have considerable autonomy in the way they organize their 
schools and the educational goals they set for staff and pupils they cannot 
entirely ignore the pressure put to bear by central government, quangos, 
local education authorities, school governors, the media or parents, each 
of which has an interest in the school’s activity and can, through certain 
channels, exert pressure to operate in a given manner. These pressures, 
especially those arising from the local community's involvement, are 
admittedly greater in the USA than in Britain (Banks, 1976; 
Dreeben,1970) but, even in the British context, obligations founded in 
the Education Act, 1944 (England and Wales) provide a basis for some 
accountability of head teachers to the community and hence allow the 
Public some control, however oblique, on the policies of schools. 
Through school governors, a body of representatives not only of teachers 
but also of the local authority, political parties, parents and ‘lay’ 
Personnel, the public has some assurance that the interests of the 
community are being served by the school. The school governors have 
Powers which include the appointment and dismissal of the school’s head 
teacher, the determination of the general direction of the school (including 
conduct and curriculum) in consultation with the head teacher, 
Participation in the appointment, dismissal or suspension of teachers, and 
the monitoring of all proposals and reports affecting the school. They are, 
therefore, in a position to affect the ethos of the school and even to have 
Some broad influence on matters like the curriculum and school discipline 
through their authority over the head teacher of the school. It may not 
Prove to be a direct interference but it certainly sets bounds to the liberty 
of the head teacher to run his/her school in defiance of public wishes. 

€ parameters to the head teacher's autonomy seem to be set only by 
broad, Possibly vague, ideas about the effectiveness and acceptability of 
the school’s work, and perhaps Reynolds and Sullivan capture the point 
when they argue that 


the individual school has wide latitude in its choice of strategies, 
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providing only that the end result of the use of a particular strategy is 
successful social control of the pupils. 


(Reynolds and Sullivan, 1979, p.49) 


This still leaves considerable discretion open to head teachers in the kinds 
of goals they seek to achieve and the way they organize their schools - a 
point well illustrated in the US context by Metz's (1978) study. She 
provides detailed ethnographic material showing differences between two 
schools in the same school district in California. Despite being in the same 
school district, having a very similar student intake, balanced by race and 
class as a result of deliberate policy and the shared catchment area, Met 
notes how the two schools were markedly different in their ethos and their 
output. ‘Hamilton’ stressed student initiative and good teacher-pupil 
relations rather than academic performance and had an open, democratic 
style of organization. It was normally quite a noisy place with plenty of 
distractions and distubances in the classrooms and corridors. The 
students, for their part, were mainly ‘responsible’ and ‘creative’. By 
contrast, ‘Chauncey’ emphasized a more traditional approach focusing on 
academic performance rather than pastoral welfare and having a firm, 
centralized administrative structure. The school was generally orderly and 
quiet with passive, if ‘uncommitted’, learners. 

Metz points out that the ‘Canton’ school district in which the schools 
were located contained a particularly challenging and sceptical body of 
students including militant working-class blacks and radical middle-class 
whites. Hamilton’s head had set out to win over these disaffected students 
and to incorporate them into the school. He appeared to succeed in this 
but the price to pay was the stress and turmoil engendered in school life. 
Chauncey’s head had tried to tackle the matter of alienated students 
‘head-on’ by trading off a ‘residual awe’ of teacher authority. The result 


was a far more orderly existence but one which systematically ‘failed to 
engage the skeptical students’. 


School ethos 


Such emphasis on the importance of each school’s organization, of course, 
goes against the grain of a certain orthodoxy in the sociology of education 
which stresses the impact of the home, family and social class as 
determining factors on school performance. It stresses, instead, the role of 
individual schools and, especially, the ability of individual head teachers 
to influence the ethos and organization of ‘their’ school in a way that hasa 
definite impact on the kinds of pupils produced by the school. 
Support for this position has come from research by Rutter et al.(1979) 
which captured the attention of the media when it was published because 
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it seemed to confirm what common sense had always suggested - that 
some schools are better than others and that the relative success or failure 
of a school owes much to the way the school is organized. Rutter and his 
colleagues drew this conclusion from a comparison of pupils at twelve 
inner London comprehensive schools in which they measured standards 
of behaviour, academic achievement and attendance at the school. Their 
findings, they argue, show that the ‘ethos’ of a school has a definite impact 
on the behaviour and academic performance of its pupils. This ‘ethos’ 
results from certain facets of the school organization such as the types of 
rewards and punishments used in the school, the relative emphasis placed 
On academic or pastoral matters, the nature of teacher actions in 
classrooms (that is, the extent to which such actions are directed to 
individuals or the whole class), the extent of surveillance exercised by 
Senior staff over things like the syllabus and homework, the nature of 
Pupil responsibilities and participation in the school, and the degree of 
stability in both teaching and friendship groups. Quite separate from 
things like the size of school, the age of the buildings and the quality of the 
acilities available, these organizational factors are seen as providing a 
climate in the school which is more or less conducive to good behaviour 
and academic performance. Specifically they suggest that pupils 
performed better in those schools in their study which adopted an 
academic’ ethos — where academic matters were emphasized, where 
Omework was incorporated into the work-plan, where there was a well 
co-ordinated curriculum and where the teachers had high expectations of 
their Pupils. 
A similar kind of message is to be found in the research of Reynolds and 
ullivan (1979). They report on research in eight secondary modern 
Schools in South Wales, schools which they distinguish in terms of those 
n at tended to us ‘coercive’ strategies and those that tended to use 
Incorporative' strategies, that is those that stressed power and authority 
as the basis for control compared with those that encouraged 
Participation by both pupils and parents, and which emphasized 
qterpersonal nature of education. Like Rutter et al., Reynolds ": 
ullivan argue that a different school ethos has an effect on the success ofa 
School, They found that the schools that tended to use 'incorporative 
'PProaches showed a higher academic success rate, half the eae 
rate, and attendance rates that were 6 - 7 per cent better us E s i 
coercive’ schools. Since all eight schools were located in the same 3 
authority and took pupils from a similar working-class area, they SE 
thofident that the cause of the observed differences between the oupi or 
he schools cas be atoued to the mare OF de orean 
ercive/incorporative) and that ‘schools do make a 
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Rules and procedures: the formal specification of conduct 


The first and most obvious way in which the school organization can be 
structured to achieve specific goals and create a specific ethos is through 
general policy statements and through particular school rules designed to 
implement that policy. In practice, schools almost invariably have some 
written statement covering the aims of the school and the ethos it hopes to 
provide. Sometimes these are geared towards the conduct of pupils. As 
Burgess reports from Bishop McGregor school, there were ten general 
school rules instigated by the head which were explicitly aimed at the 
pupils. The last two of these, incidentally, were quite interesting in the way 
they left little doubt about the position of pupils in the authority structure 
of the school:‘All [pupils] are to refrain from prohibited practices’, and 
‘All instructions from teachers and other adults are to be obeyed’(p.45)- 
Other rules are designed for teachers to follow, acting like procedures 
or guidelines. At Ashton and Beechgrove, for example, new staff arriving 
at the schools were given folders containing guidance on most aspects © 
their work explaining the broad policies of the school and the way the 
school operated. These folders, in effect, provided more than just 4 
description of how things actually operated because they also included 
official guidelines on the attitudes and approaches that teachers in the 
school were expected to adopt towards various facets of the job. At 
Ashton, for instance, the official guidelines included the following 


sl aa specifically relating to pupil discipline and classroom 
control: 


If any pupil is persistently unduly mischievous or lazy and the 
individual teacher is unable to correct this, the matter should be 
reported to the Head of House, who should then deal with the pupil. 


Isolated cases of anti-social behaviour may occasionally blow up in 2 
classroom and threaten to disrupt a lesson. If an emotional outburst 
seems imminent, it may seem advisable to remove the pupil from the 
classroom. Such a pupil must not be stood outside the classroom door. 


Outside the classroom, it is the duty of every member of staff 


immediately to deal with any cases of unruly or silly behaviour they 
may observe. 


Pupils should be given to understand that they sit where the teacher 
wants them to sit: it is desirable that they should have a regular place 
Do not allow any furniture to be moved without your express 
permission. Do not allow pupils to open other pupils’ desks. 
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Exc j i i 

a pn to use its own room, pupils should not enter a 
ois ^ ore the arrival of the teacher. Pupils who are waiting should 
aad abis ona bench in the corridor. Do not permit standing 
salting serie io It is preferable and more useful if teachers who are 

r classes wait in the corridor an i isi 
ex 
ioni, o and exercise general supervision 


jue beginning dismissal procedure at the end of a lesson check the 
Check th vd and have each pupil clear his own area before moving. 
at the desk and chairs are tidily arranged so that the room will 


have 
an orderly appearance for the next class. 


Ha : 
der i class on their feet and in lines before instructing them to go. 
delaying € EK ay pupil or allow yourself to be manoeuvred into 
upil. i : 
Eneti 5 ry at all times to convey the importance of 


Pupils 
a i A S ; : 
re not permitted freely to visit toilets during lesson time anda 


first ri 
aca SIE should be refused on principle. Subsequentrequests should 
Produce an easy permit either. 


P n 

Mug spam a be sent back to another room to retrieve a forgotten 
moving from ything you can to discourage the incidence of individuals 
weld ore one room to another during lesson time for trivial or 

sons. 

tern of behaviour the 
d conduct. Constant 
cognisable co- 


Gi 

se eura well defined framework and pat 

Praise. iid of pupils will produce good work an 

MD es should be dispensed, and re 
n from the pupil should be rewarded. 


n enough in schools and 


Offici 

ci "TER 

al guidelines such as these are commo 
f teachers and conduct of 


tanta 
pupils Gt de rules governing the work of t cti 
in order to ool. They are an attempt to exercise control over activity 
achievement Eas some uniformity of operation and to help in the 
in general tell an officially designated goal. As the study of organizations 
Schools beca s us, these are likely to become more prominent in large 
and procedures, the larger the school the greater the need for formal rules 
OF perds] res to control the activities of its personnel. As the feasibility 
Coordinate Bie fades, more bureaucratic methods are required to 
Procedures the workings of the various members and more formalized 
Personnel ee for allocating responsibilities, time, resources and 
Ih reali within the school (Anderson, 1968). í 
ality, however, the impact of formal, bureaucratic rules and 
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policies on the conduct of teachers and pupils is fairly limited and, as a 
control mechanism, they turn outto be fairly weak. One reason for this, as 
Delamont (1983, p.39) points out, is because ‘no set of formal policies, 
however detailed, can cover all everyday occurrences, and specific events 
inevitably have to be negotiated’. Another related reason for the weakness 
concerns the nature of classroom life: specifically, the uniqueness of pupils 
in the class, and the uncertainty surrounding events and situations. The 
uniqueness of pupils baulks the influence of formal rules an 
prescriptions for teacher behaviour because such rules would require 
teachers to operate in a uniform fashion toward pupils in classroom 
situations which vary widely and are, in a sense, unique and ever changing. 
As Dreeben argues, 


the diversity of pupils in classroom and the range of differences in 
interest and capacity they present, make carrying out the main 
instructional activities according to rules exceedingly difficult because 
rules work best in more standardized setting. 


(Dreeben, 1970, p. 47) 


The uncertainty surrounding events arises because the pupils in the 
classroom are not passive recipients of commands by teachers and their 
reactions can be unpredictable even to the most experienced of teachers. 
Within the classroom there are highly complex set of personal 
relationships between the teacher and individual pupils/groups and, of 
course, between the pupils themselves. The extent to which the teacher 
can predict, let alone control, events in classrooms puts a logical limit to 
the possibility of planning the lesson and rationally moulding events 
according to pre-established, formal guidelines. Because the events that 
arise are frequently ‘out of their hands’, teachers actually spend much of 
their time reacting to events. 

The uncertainty of classroom events figures prominently in teachers’ 
accounts of their work. It means, for them, that their activity in 
classrooms is frequently a response to situations they had neither planned 
nor predicted and that, whatever reaction they make, it cannot always be 
made on the basis of considered deliberation. Almost inevitably there will 
be an element of spontaneity and even guesswork about it because there iS 
little time to delay or investigate matters prior to decisive action. AS 
Jackson has observed, because the 'good' teacher realizes that reactions 
need to have some immediate impact on the situation, frequently the 
teacher ‘must be content with doing not what he knows is right, but what 
he thinks or feels is the most appropriate action in a particular situation. In 
short, he must play it by ear' (Jackson, 1968, p.167). Smith and Geoffrey 
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( 1968) similarly identify the need for instantaneous decision-making and 
situational thinking’ as imperative to the routine activity of teaching. 
Teachers, they argue, have little opportunity to reflect before taking 
action and have little opportunity to take courses of action designed to 
achieve distant educational goals. The pressures of classroom life oblige 
teachers to operate with short-term, ‘proximate’ concerns geared towards 
coping with immediate problems that arise in the classroom. 


Informal rules 


The extent to which teachers and pupils can be bound by formal rules and 
Policies is limited, in effect, by the situational exigencies of the classroom 
and the way these make it unrealistic to operate on the basis of rigid rules 
and policies designed for general purposes. But this does not mean that 
rules are irrelevant for classroom behaviour. In their study Deviance in 
“assrooms, D.H.Hargreaves et al. (1975) note that rules exist in schools in 
different levels and in different forms. Their research in two northern 
Comprehensive schools makes it clear that, though formal 'school rules' 
normally exist, they are supplemented by a variety of informal rules. 
s E ga sense these informal rules are much more localized than general 
mi Tules. They operate in particular classrooms, at particular en 
2 With particular people: they are ‘context specific’. So, for example, 
ules about the amount of noise which is permissible will depend on the 
ia of lesson being taught, on the teacher in charge, on the kinds of 
Pupils, on the phase of the lesson, and on the time of day/week/term. 
: "s then, these rules can be altered, suspended or renegotiated 
as [n es On the circumstances. Occasionally, this can cause aurem - 
on T € case of a history teacher at Beechgrove. During one of her lessons 
à " uesday afternoon she was having difficulty with a group of four girls 
Bid jos Persistently noisy and would not attend to the lesson. The ee 
thou E RHPEUE the other pupils through their talking and the teacher, 
the 8 obviously aware of the disruption, made no strong effort to pue 
e Pupils, To the observer there seemed little out of the re ped) es 
ind ce and my field-notes simply noted who was involved an y t 
Poin, eruption they caused. Yet after the lesson the teacher ma t 
nt of confiding how awful she felt about what had Puppen 
mort One of the girls was in the teacher’s tutor group M 
om er knew that there were special problems connected witl d eg 3 
teach, ife a the time. In view of these severe domestic is sis the 
riot * said that she deliberately 'soft-pedaled' and avoide reading 
act’ to the pupil. As she explained later during an interview: 
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Normally I'm pretty strong on discipline and control and I wouldn't 
have tolerated the disturbance. After a few polite requests for quietand 
concentration I would have to put a stop to it. I sort of throw a fit and 
act up a bit angry. But with ‘Jean’ in the group I couldn't, could I? - I 
mean not with knowing about her problems and how this might affect 
her. So on this occasion I had to break my rules about behaviour in class 
... sort of, just for the sake of the one child. And it gets so annoying 
because really there was no excuse for the other three girls and it was 
certainly interfering with the rest of the class. But what can you do? I 
mean, if you’re going to be sensitive to the needs of particular pupils. ri 
have to have a word in quiet with her during the tutor group meeting 
tomorrow and tackle it that way. 


In the eyes of this teacher,circumstances dictated a relaxation of the usual 
classroom rules governing pupil behaviour. Asshe interpreted the situation 
it called for a change of approach in response to the change in the context. 

Informal rules are not only context specific, they are also characteris- 
tically ‘personal’. They are personal in the sense that they can differ from 
teacher to teacher and, perhaps more importantly, they are personal in the 
sense of being negotiated by the parties to the interaction (Delamont,1983): 
Rules are not simply imposed by teachers on pupils butare the end-product 
of a subtle bargaining procedure between teachers and pupils in which 


disagreement and resistance need to be overcome. As Delamont 
emphasizes: 


The classroom relationship of teacher and pupils is ... a joint act - 2 
relationship that works, and is about doing work. The interaction needs 
to be understood as the daily ‘give and take’ between teacher and pupils: 
The process is one of negotiation - an on-going process by which 
everyday realities of the classroom are constantly defined and redefined. 

(Delamont, 1983, p. 28) 


Y a nie 

This symbolic interactionist’ perspective on classroom behaviour, the way 
it is negotiated and the significance it has for the participants, is at the heart 
of the analysis of classroom control presented in subsequent chapters. 


Authority and autonomy: control and the closed classroom 


The uniqueness of pupils and uncertainty of events in classrooms, in facts 
does more than just limit the applicability of formal rules. For the teachers 
at least it also limits the extent to which it is possible to make them 
accountable to outsiders. Teachers develop specialized and particularize 
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knowledge of the pupils in their classes so that their decisions, geared as 
they are to the specific circumstances of the class, cannot be held 
accountable to those outsiders (including colleagues) who are excluded 
from the particularized knowledge. As Eggleston has argued: 


No authority outside the individual classroom can possibly make many 
of the decisions now required of the teacher because no external 
authority can have access to the evidence on which they must be based. 

(Eggleston, 1979, p. 2) 


Lortie (1969) and Bidwell (1965) have indicated that this unique nature 
of classes, and the power over decisions which it affords the classroom 
teacher, has been a highly significant factor in the ability of teachers to 
Promote the image of the teacher as a ‘professional’. Lortie, in particular, 
emphasizes the point that aspirations to professional autonomy are 
characteristic of teachers’ attitudes about their work and that teachers 
value highly the autonomy which their work affords. But this autonomy, 
as he argues, cannot be traced back to the power of the occupational group 
és a ‘profession’ to demand independence in the exercise of their work 
Om ‘lay’ outsiders. As we have seen, teachers do suffer interference to 
Some extent from their accountability to the public via school governors 
and the local authority and, especially in the United States, teachers are 
en accorded a status which allows or justifies the level of autonomy to 
icis e lay claim. Neither in terms of a professional o nion nor n 
the ^n controlled entry and training can teachers align ps ves = 
accorded Professions like law and medicine and claim t eerie y 
normall practitioners in these occupations. Indeed few o ^ pu n 
teach y associated with the professions are fully evident in t desi 
with is v Hensky, 1964). As employees working in large E en oe 
aspirati ede jure basis for professional autonomy, the wp ies 
argue ions might seem hard to explain but, as Lortie anc P! ane 
under we have only to look at the immediate work situation at gin ? 
irse as why it is that teachers value autonomy and eer Ha 
tem V part of their job. Bidwell, for his part, points to the ‘func pi 
s "oral differentiation’ which characterizes the job. Because | 
ver teachers into separate classrooms and segregates them during esson. 
a a sense of autonomy is built into the everyday paries E 
tea b Because their work is organized in concurrent esson o" 
Cher being responsible for separate portions of work involving subje 
o Atter not familiar to most colleagues - teachers are rarely ina position to 
nerve let alone supervise or control, the activity of colleagues. 
Teeben,1970; Hanson and Herrington,1976; McPherson,1972). 
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The reason for this lies within the school organization. As Bidwell 
(1965) has emphasized, schools are characterized by what he calls E 
‘structural looseness’ in their organization and it is specifically this 
looseness that allows the members of the organization a reasonable degree 
of freedom from constraints imposed by the formal structure, rules and 
procedures, and which fosters teachers’ aspirations to professional status 
and autonomy. The crucial factor in the ‘structural looseness’ according 
to Bidwell is the existence of the ‘closed classroom’. In terms of spatial 
arrangements the closed classroom has the effect of physically isolating 
lessons from one another. The four walls separate teaching units in a most 
concrete fashion. But as Lortie indicates: 


The self-contained classroom ... is more than a physical reality, for it 
refers as well to a social system, a set of recurrrent and more or less 
permanent social relationships. Under this arrangement the teacher is 
separated from immediate supervision, and intrusion into his private 
domain is prevented by a set of understandings subscribed to by 
administrative officers and teacher colleagues. A set of norms exist 
which act to buttress the ecological separation: 


(1) the teacher should be free from the interference of other adults 
while teaching, 

(2) teachers should be considered and treated as equals, and 

(3) teachers should act in a non-intervening but friendly manner 
towards one another. 


(Lortie, 1964, pp. 274-5) 


Interestingly, the norms of the closed classroom are to be found in 
different cultural settings. Warren's (1973) research, for instance; 
demonstrates quite clearly that in both the United States and Germany 
the effect of the closed classroom is to provide something of a 'sanctuar y 


for teachers, limiting their accountability to outside bodies for what goes 
on within the classroom. As he puts it: 


while a teacher's public behaviour is the object of continuing and 
effective cultural surveillance, his classroom behaviour is relatively 


immune to control processes generated either within or outside the 
formal structure and operation of the school. 


(Warren, 1973, p. 291) 


This is not to imply that the closed classroom provides an impregnable 
sanctuary because: 
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Legal sanctions establish teachers’ responsibility for the physical safety 
and well-being of pupils under their supervision [and] ideological 
pressures from the community affect the teacher’s use of curricular 
materials. Irresponsible classroom management provokes administra- 
tive intervention, and collegial sanctions may operate to constrain 
classroom behaviour. Furthermore, the pupils themselves constitute a 
socio-cultural force to which teachers must respond. 

(ibid, p. 291) 


But it does mean that what goes on in classrooms is more or less protected 


from direct surveillance, supervision and direction from colleagues or 
administrators so that, though rules and regulations may exist at a general 
level, their application in the classroom is very much open to the 
discretion of individual members of staff according to the specific 
circumstances as they perceive them. In effect, it provides a setting which 
enhances the possibility of aspiring to professionalism by isolating 
teachers from one another and obliging them to operate as individuals 
with a minimal amount of supervsion. In Lortie’s words, it 


supplies teachers with the personal and spontaneous choice which they 
would have if they possessed the privileges granted those high-prestige, 
fee taking professions ... It acts to limit the influence of the formal and 


ureaucratic ord : , is the structure [of the school] 
c order which, on paper, is (Lortie, 1964, p.279) 


The closed classroom, then, serves a vital role in the school organization 
cause, not only does it generate aspirations to professional autonomy 
amongst teachers, at the same time is also satisfies those aspirations. It 
Provides a situation which largely overcomes an inherent strain between, 
on the one hand, the bureaucratic demands from administration and 
external authorities who aspire to accountability, routinization and unifor- 
mity of output, and on the other, the demands forautonomy from teachers 
SR whom the idiosyncratic, intractable and even incorrigible nature of 
Unit-inputs (pupils) requires flexibility of method and assessment, anda 
Particularized knowledge not available to outsiders. PR 
The mutually reinforcing effects of the closed classroom and teacher 
aspirations for autonomy over affairs in their own classrooms have a 
undamental influence on the nature of classroom control in schools. In 
the first place, it puts the burden of achieving control squarely on the 
shoulders of individual teachers. Despite the rhetoric of head teachers 
about control being the responsibility of all the teachers - a collective 
effort — the material circumstances tend to dictate otherwise. During 
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lesson time, at least, teachers are left to their own devices to make what 
they can of the situation. The second repercussion of the closed classroom 
is that the process of negotiating classroom control normally takes place 
between individual teachers and the specific cohort of pupils in the class. 
And what is agreed with one class might not count with another. In other 
words, in terms of both the formal delegation of authority and the 
informal negotiation of rules, a dependence on the closed classroom 
makes classroom control a very ‘personal’ phenomenon. As we shall see’ 
in Chapter 4, there are a variety of forms of control that can be deemed 
‘personal’ (cf. Swidler, 1979), but at present the key thing to note is that 
formal rules and authority structures contained in the school are of less 
significance for classroom control than the ground rules for behaviour 
negotiated informally between individual teachers and their pupils. 


The allocation of resources: materials and personnel 


The highly individualized responsibility for control and personal basis for 
negotiating control are factors reinforced by the technology of teaching 
which means that the vast investment in education is characterized by a 
heavy expenditure in areas like wages and buildings and a relatively small 
allocation to equipment and consumables. As Table 3.2 demonstrates, in 
England and Wales salaries for teaching and non-teaching staff in the 
financial year 1979-80 accounted for over 60 per cent of the gross 
recurrent expenditure of local education authorities whilst items like 
books and equipment together accounted for only 3:3 per cent. It is not 
surprising, therefore, that most schools suffer a chronic shortage of 
equipment and materials and, as teachers would be quick to point out, this 


puts considerable burdens on them in their efforts to put across their 
subject. 


Table3.2 Educational expenditure, England and Wales, 1979-80 


Teachers’ salaries 


49-096 
Non-teaching staff salaries 
(inc. administration and maintenance) 13:196 
Premises and fixed plant 10-296 
Books and equipment 3:395 
Other educational expenditure 69% 
Fees awards and allowances 9-296 
School meals and allowances 9-296 


Sources: DES, Statistics of Education, vol. 5, 1982 
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The problem of equipment and materials, however, is not simply one of 
ageing textbooks and worn out workcards. There is, quite apart from this, a 
rather more fundamental way in which the available equipment and 
materials influence the teachers’ approach to their work. This is the fact 
that, in the age of space exploration and the microchip, the classroom 
remains strikingly bereft of technologically sophisticated equipment. 
Normally, the only things a teacher can rely upon being available in the 
classroom are the desks and the chairs, the blackboard, textbooks, paper 
and pens of various description - all rather cheap and primitive in terms of 
today’s technology. In the last couple of decades, it is true, there has beena 
drive towards greater use of audio-visual aids but the point is not without 
Poignancy for the currrent practice of teaching because, although things 
like television, films, records, tape recorders, pocket calculators, overhead 
Projectors, slide viewers, and a host of other slightly more up-to-date 
resources - even micro computers- have become availablein schools, their 
use in the classroom is still the exception rather than the rule. 

There is, of course, one very obvious reason why the use of such audio- 
visual aids and relatively high technology has remained the exception 
rather than the basis for routine teaching. Externally imposed financial 
constraints limit the amount of such equipment that can be bought by 
Schools. But less obvious, perhaps, is the fact that the availability of the 
equipment for use in lessons is limited further, so far as individual teachers 
àre concerned, by a variety of practical problems they face when trying to 
make use of the equipment. Shared facilities need to be booked in advance 
and are not always available when needed; technician support might be 
lacking; new skills and retraining might be required. Looked at in this light, 
it is easy to see why teachers might prefer to retaina dependence on books 
and paper, chalk and blackboard, textbooks and lectures. In asense, they 

ave little alternative because they work in a situation that limits their 
Options in this respect. The circumstances dictate t per: 
With a rather rudimentary technology, only occasionally enjoying 
(restricted) access to high technology equipment and audio-visual aids. 
Westbury (1973) argues that this can have significant repercussions forthe 
Practice of teaching. Most importantly as he points out, low technology and 
limited equipment tend to foster a reliance on the available personal 
Tesources as the means for managing the class; that is, teachers’ charisma 
and the development of personal relationships with the pupils. Under the 
circumstances, ‘managing’ the classroom will have relatively little to do 
With the allocation and co-ordination of technical resources and must have 
much to do with the allocation of personal resources (teacher time and 
effort). Particularly in terms of classroom control, thelimitedand low-level 
technology available in classrooms effectively precludes the possibility of 


hat they have to operate 
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the teachers abdicating a central, personal position in control and obliges 
him/her to use personal, rather than technical, means for controlling the 
class. The teacher is not actually in a position to use technology as a means 
for either gaining control or justifying his/her demand for obedience 
simply because to hide behind ‘technological imperatives’ requires 2 
suitable technology in the first place. 


Clientele: the pupils 


The interpersonal nature of the classroom technology is a feature of 
classroom life that is reinforced by the number of pupils facing the teacher 
during lessons. The average pupil-teacher ratio in England stands at 
16.5:1 for maintained secondary schools and 22.3:1 for maintained 
primary schools (1983 figures: DES Statistical Bulletin 6/84, April 1984). 
Such averages, of course, disguise considerable variations between local 
education authorities in the primary sector from 25:1(Thameside) to 
18.4:1 (Brent and Newcastle upon Tyne) and, in the secondary sector, 
from 18.5:1 (Bradford) to 13.3:1 (Brent) (DES Statistical Bulletin 2/82; 
1982). More importantly, perhaps, such ratios also tend to underestimate 
the actual size of classes. In 1983 the average size of class in English 
maintained primary schools stood at 25:1. Secondary schools in the 
maintained sector had an average class size of 21:1, with over half of all 
classes having 21 or more pupils in them (DES Statistical Bulletin 6/84; 
April 1984). Such figures for secondary schools include sixth-form 
classes for the 16 plus age band for whom the average class size was 10.4 in 
1983 and, as Table 3.3 shows, the actual size of classes tends to be much 
higher than pupil-teacher ratios alone would suggest. But even these 
figures shroud the extent to which teachers face large classes. Other DES 
figures, for instance, show that the proportion of pupils in classes with 
over 30 pupils is much greater than the overall pupil-teacher ratio OF 
average class size might suggest (see Table 3.4). 


Table3.3 Average class sizes for selected subjects and age-groups 


Yr1 Yr2 Yr3 Yr4 Yr5 
English 25.6 26:3 
263 24- : 
oa) 25-7 261 262 245 Mi 
- lig 27-0 27:3 271 21-6 20:7 
Tieni 27-4 27-9 278 21-7 20:7 
istory 27:0 27:5 27-1 22:3 21:8 


Source: Derived from DES Statistical Bulletin (5/82) March 1982 
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Table 3.4 Proportion of pupils in classes of over 30 


PRIMARY SCHOOLS: % ia 
Proportion of pupils Hampshire 383 Cambs 3 
inclassesofover30 95 Dorest 37-8 Coventry 32:7 
Birmingham 47-9 Northumberland 37:4 Warks 32:6 
Bolton 43-6 Bucks 371 Leeds 326 
Somerset 43:5 Cornwall 369 Tameside 324 
Avon 42:4 Gloucs 35.5 Devon 322 
Sutton 423 — Oxford 353 Berkshire 32-1 
Hereford/ Worcs 41:7 Kingston 35-2 Cheshire 31:8 
St 40-6 Trafford 35.0 Dudley 31:6 
Oldham 39:5 W. Sussex 340 Solihull 309 
Eines 393 Kirklees 33:7 Essex 307 
Redbridge 39.0 St Helens 335 Herts 30:6 
ta. 38:4 — Wiltshire 335 — Wigan 305 
Lancs 38-4 Bury 328 Derbyshire 302 
secondary Schools; " % 
[NE deii 9f pupils Leeds 195 Rotherham 16 
Sutton ofoyer - % — Dorset 194 E. Sussex 161 
Merton 65 Birmingham 194 Bury 159 
Merset pa: Bradford 19:3 Sefton 15.9 
Idham 40 St Helens 19-3 Solihull 15:9 
Bolton 22:9 Lancs 19-O Cornwall 15-6 
Hereford/ Worcs te Derbyshire 18-6 N. Yorks 15:5 
iverpool 21 Kingston 18-5 Warks 15-4 
M S AE MN 
E ius i 
Won 21:5 Devon 178 Manchester 15-0 
bene, 21-0 Cambs 177 Durham 148 
Lof Wight and rud Kirklees 175 Humberside 14.7 


Sa t 20: Staffs 173 Hampshire 146 


Source: Guardian, 22 May 1984 


h Dealing w 
ate Pers 
difficult Pupil. With all 


ith large grou; 


Ps, teachers have to develop strategies which, 
Onal in the sen 


se of relying on interaction between teacher and 
zed in the extent to which they are geared to the 
: to re l the goodwill in the world, as they point out, itis 
lographies sud to pupils as unique individuals with distinct personal 
Om the t E needs because, given the large number of pupils with 
be famili Cacher interacts in different classes, the teacher cannot always 
ar with the detailed circumstances of particular pupils. Added to 
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this, the imperatives of group-management in the classroom require 
spontaneous action and immediate results covering the conduct of the 
whole class and rarely afford the prospect of reflection and deliberation 
on the course of action best suited to the personal needs of a specific pupil. 
So, as a result, the teacher is obliged to devote considerable energy to 
matters of 'man-management' and to basic problems of organizing large 
groups of people. 

It is not only the number of pupils per class which puts pressure on 
teachers to adopt a man-management function, the nature of the 
pupils also is significant on this point. Different kinds of pupils give rise to 
different kinds of problems and these, in turn, lead to different kinds of 
treatment. Teachers are highly attuned to the diversity between kinds of 
pupils and are quick to adapt their style to what they perceive as the the 
requirements of the particular pupils being dealt with at the time. Under 
the circumstances, of course, they can hardly afford to be insensitive to 
the variety of pupils they get in the class since the pupils are, in effect, the 
‘clientele’. As Gray has made the point: 


Since the teaching relationship has much of the counselling relationship 
in it, ‘client’ would seem to be a useful term to describe the pupil- 
teacher relationship, particularly since it implies a degree of 
professionalism in the relationship. 


(Gray, 1979, p.38) 


Unlike most clients, however, pupils are not free to opt out of the 
relationship if it does not meet their perceived needs. Like prisoners, 
involuntary mental patients and, to some extent, military personnel their 
membership is compulsory in the sense that it is not a voluntary act that 
can be reversed at will. 

The obligatory attendance of pupils, perhaps more than any other single 
factor, provokes the possibility of an unwilling participation by pupils in 
school affairs. As Dreeben points out, the fact that there is compulsory 
attendance at school means that 


most classrooms are bound to contain some pupils who would rather 
be elsewhere and who express that desire through disruptive activities. 
[And] in any classroom of twenty-five or more pupils it is likely that at 
least one brings with him symptoms of psychological disturbance 
sufficient to upset the proceedings. 


(Dreeben,1970,p.95) 


But, as any teacher will be quick to point out, in practice, some classes are 
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decidedly more difficult to control than others. The reasons for this are, 
by now, fairly well known. It is because pupils undergo a selection process 
in which they are segregated according to variables like age, sex, social 
class, ability and religion that the group who finally appear as a class before 
the teacher are likely to share many vital characteristics - including, of 
course, a general disposition to schoolwork and classroom discipline. On 
the one hand, it can produce the kind of clientele in a class who are 
academically ambitious and prepared, in the main, to accede to the wishes 
of the teacher while, on the other, it can generate ‘pockets of resistance’. 
But, in either case, teachers are all too conscious of the fact that control 
problems are not spread evenly between all classes and are definitely 
concentrated in particular schools, in particular years and in particular 
subjects. 

Segregation exists in the first place because the education system tends 
to be stratified by age. Pupils, in the vast majority of cases, are parcelled 
into age-groups according to their year and month of birth and this ‘year’ 
basis for organizing schools clearly serves to present teachers with classes 
who are less diverse than so-called ‘vertically grouped’ classes where 
pupils of different ages are mixed together for instruction. In fact, it goesa 
long way to establishing an element of homogeneity within classes. This is 
not to deny that some primary schools have integrated pupils of different 
ages within one class. In small rural schools this has always been a 
necessity. In some larger primary schools it has been adopted for 
conscious pedagogic reasons. In secondary schools and the majority of 
primary schools, however, classes are normally based on single-year 
groupings. This age factor is often taken for granted or seen as an 
immutable feature of the education system but, on the matter of 
classroom control, its influence cannot be ignored. Certain ‘years’ are 
Notoriously worse to handle than others with severe control problems 
normally being more prevalent in particular years such as the second to 
fifth forms in secondary school than elsewhere. 

The characteristics of the class are also affected by the catchment area of 
the school and methods of selective entry to the school both of which help 
to bring pupils of a similar kind into the school. Initially the location of the 
school will a have an effect of the kind of pupil who joins, segregating 
urban from rural and, to a large extent, giving intakes which draw on 
characteristically working-class catchment areas or characteristically 
middle-class catchment areas. This segregation by social class is evidentall 
the more because of the co-existence of fee-paying schools alongside the 
system of local authority education, with the fee-paying schools 
Predominantly getting pupils from the wealthier and more educationally 
ambitious backgrounds. In a similar fashion, single-sex schools and 
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religious denominational schools have an entry policy which presents the 
teacher in the classroom with a group of pupils whose backgrounds and 
expectations are likely to. have a distinctive, common character. 

The nature of the clientele is further influence by selection based on 
ability. D.H. Hargreaves (1967) has demonstrated this in terms of the 
secondary modern school, Lacey (1970) in terms of the grammar school. 
But even in the comprehensive school, selection by ability continues to 
exist. Streaming, setting and banding persist as forms of segregation-by- 
ability and selection to GCE/CSE groups in the fourth and fifth year of 
comprehensives does much the same thing in the sense of providing 
classes whose educational proclivities tend to be of a kind. 

The effect of this on classroom control is shown in Ball’s (1981) 
ethnography of ‘Beachside’, a comprehensive school on the south coast of 
England. In the early stages of Ball’s research at the school a system of 
‘banding’ was in in operation in which pupils were segregated into three 
broad ability groupings. Control problems were concentrated in the 
middle band - not the lower band as one might expect because the lower 
band were placed in smaller classes, often with specialist remedial help and 
were treated with a high degree of pity and sympathy by the teachers who 
regarded them as ‘unfortunates’. The middle band, by contrast, were seen 
as troublesome, lazy and noisy, and in some classes teachers are reported 
to have ceased to struggle to get them to work in lessons because the 
control problems were so great. The middle band, in which the working 
class were over-represented compared with the top band, were absent 
from school nearly twice as often as the top stream , received ten times 
more detentions, completed one-third as much homework and were 
generally more alienated from the school. 

Aware of the social effects of such banding, the staff at Beachside 
introduced a mixed-ability organization to replace the banding. They 
abandoned banding, Ball recalls, explicitly because they were worried 
about its effect on discipline. The move appeared to have been successful 
because the new organization led to improved attendance, less frequent 
disruption of lessons and two-thirds reduction in the rate of detentions. 
Ball points out, however, that there was opposition to the introduction of 
mixed-ability organization which centred around the teaching of maths, 
French and science, and that pressure from these quarters led to the 
retention of setting for these subjects. A similar situation was to be found 
at Ashton, Beechgrove and even Cedars where, despite official policies 
which favoured mixed-ability grouping, certain subjects were taught in 
‘sets’. At Ashton and Beechgrove it was maths, French and English; at 
Cedars, despite its explicitly progressive ethos, maths and physics were 
taught in sets. Such subjects would seem to present a special case. 
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The question of whether certain subjects do not lend themselves to 
mixed-ability grouping was taxing the minds of the French department at 
Ashton, as one incident vividly demonstrated. I was conducting an 
interview with the junior member of the French staff - a probationer - in 
an empty staffroom. The teacher drew attention to the controversy within 
the department about the need to introduce setting for the subject. He was 
opposed to the move and felt that the introduction of setting in French 
after the first year at Ashton had been a betrayal of the principle of 
comprehensive education. During this criticism of his department, 
especially his head of department, two other members of the French staff 
came into the staffroom and began to discuss the issues in a three way 
debate. Tempers began to rise, even more so when the head of department 
joined the discussions after he came into the staffroom at break. The tape 
recorder was switched off early in the three way debate - it seemed 
prudent - but the interview had obviously touched a raw nerve and 
sparked off a heated exchange of views which left me in an embarrassing 
Position. The head of French left at the end of break asking to see me first 
thing the next day. At this meeting, rather than any allegations of beingan 
agent provocateur, he set about ‘putting me in the picture’ and explaining 
why the department, under his guidance, had found it necessary to 
introduce sets from the second year. Basically his argument was a practical 
one: 


You see, with the comprehensive set-up came the idea that there should 
be mixed-ability teaching. That is, doing away with streaming and doing 
away with any sort of selection, where you just pile them all together 
regardless of ability. And, quite honestly, as far as Ican see over the years, 
it has just not worked. I mean I think the current Fifth Year exam results 
have shown that ... which have been appalling ... um ... because the 
mixed-ability arrangements need ... maybe they would succeed - givena 
great deal of time and organization on the part of the staff, and secondly, 
given the most appropriate teaching materials. Now you see itis awfully 
difficult to find teaching materials suitable for theslow learner in French. 

hen I say slow learner I meanaveragetoslow learner. mean there’s lots 
of excellent material suitable for the brighter pupils, the grammar-school 
type children, but relatively little for your remedials, or for your slow 
learners ... very little. So, it means that the teacher has an extra burden 
there to cope with even finding materials before he can even start 
teaching. And, of course, if you don't have adequate materials or very 
Satisfactory materials then it means the... er... discipline problems arise you 
know, because you need a fairly strong personality to cope with... to interest... 
the majority of the children we have at the best of time. 
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Possibly his main objection to mixed-ability organization is revealed in the 
comment that ‘if you don't have ... satisfactory materials, then it means 
that ... discipline problems arise’. As it is argued further in Chapter 4, 
opposition to mixed-ability grouping from the 'academic' subjects like 
maths, French and sciences owes much to its perceived threat to 
classroom control - contrary to other subjects for whom mixed-ability 
grouping provides something of a remedy to control problems. In the case 
of the 'academic' subjects, mixed-ability grouping could potentially 
jeopardize classroom control by frustrating teachers’ efforts to keep all 
pupils interested in the work and by inviting the possibility of pupils who 
are bored because the work is too simple or frustrated because the work is 
too hard. As the head of French at Ashton saw it, the only hope under 
these circumstances rested with 'a fairly strong personality'. 


The open classroom 


So far, the explanation of classroom control has reflected the experience 
of teachers and pupils operating in the closed classroom. This is because 
the closed classroom is the prevalent kind of classroom organization. 
Only 2.2 per cent of secondary school classes and only 3.3 per cent of 
primary school classes in the UK are taught by two or more teachers (DES 
Statistical Bulletin 3/83, March 1983). But it is not the only social and 
physical context in which the phenomenon of classroom control arises. 
Other arrangements currently exist, albeit to a limited extent, which might 
reasonably be expected to put different kinds of pressures on the teachers 
and pupils and offer different opportunities to them in connection with 
classroom control. There is good reason, then to look at a situation that 
offers a contrast with the closed classroom and this is where a closer 
scrutiny of humanities lessons at Cedars is useful. 

Cedars, remember, had a reputation for being progressive both in its 
own right and by virtue of being part of the internationally famous 
"Leicestershire Plan' (Bernbaum,1972; Rogers,1971). As Hannan (1978) 
argued on the basis of previous research at the school, in many respects it 
aspired to 'open schooling'. Such open schooling differs from more 
traditional approaches in a number of crucial ways. Specifically, open 
schooling 


(1) attempts to develop non-authoritarian relationships between 
teachers and pupils; 

(2) minimizes divisive forms of social groupings based on intelli- 
gence, social class, sex, age and so on; 

(3) integrates subject boundaries; 

(4) moves towards a more active involvement of pupils in the 
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content and pacing of their schoolwork, with the teachers 
adopting the role of ‘catalyst’ to learning rather than director of 
learning. 


It was in the humanities lessons at Cedars that the principles of open 
schooling received their fullest expression. Here, more than anywhere else 
in the school, there was a concerted effort to breakdown social divisions 
and subject boundaries, and adopt kinds of classroom organization that 
allowed pupils greater control over the content and pacing of their work. 
There was a strong emphasis on resource-based methods of individualized 
learning. Apart from ‘lead lessons’ where the whole class was taught 
together by one or more of the team members, generally for the purpose 
of introducing a new topic, most of the pupils’ time was devoted to 
individualized styles of learning with the teacher operating as facilitator 
rather than instructor. The pupils were, in fact, encouraged to adopta self- 
motivated and self-discipline approach to their work and were given a 
degree of freedom to move about the open-plan unit, to discuss the work 
amongst themselves and to sit where they chose. In line with school 
policy, humanities used mixed-ability grouping. But there were two other 
facets of the lessons which made them unique even at Cedars; their 
integration of subject disciplines and their use of team teaching in open- 
plan classrooms. The integration of subject disciplines arose from the 
combination of two subjects - English and community studies - under the 
aegis of humanities lessons. Both could be taken to CSE or GCEO level, 
but for the most part, were taught within the same syllabus. The lessons 
were normally taught by teams of three teachers operating with about 
Sixty pupils in an open-plan area. 

The result was a situation that appeared to offer a marked contrast with 
conventional ideas about teaching because, at least on the surface, the 
Circumstances seemed to demand!: 


list identity in favour of a multidisci- 


(1) giving up a subject specia 
humanities teacher rather than an 


plinary one; that is, becominga 
English teacher, history teacher or social studies teacher; 
(2) giving up claims to autonomy about how the class is run in favour 
of group decisions made in team planningand classroom activity; 
(3) losing the privacy of conventional classrooms and being directly 
Observed at work by colleagues; 
(4) forfeiting the right to use formal 
for asserting control. 


authority relations as the basis 


ions. In the first place, the team 


This had some significant repercuss 
n the part of the teachers because it 
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cut at the roots of conventional teaching by demanding a corporate 
approach to the work. Those involved had to foresake autonomy in order 
to abide by team decisions and team practices. Secondly, in the open-plan 
setting, the presence of more than one teacher meant that teachers became 
observable to colleagues. In quite dramatic contrast to the closed classroom 
situation, teachers could watch how colleagues operated and see the 
success or failure of approaches other than their own. This, it was argued, 
could be beneficial since teachers, no matter how experienced, stood to 
learn from observing others in action. 

The fact that the individual was also the subject of observation, 
however, did not escape the notice of staff. Some acknowledge that this 
developed a self-awareness that could prove beneficial to their teaching 
style. In the words of one teacher, 'team teaching is like a regular dose of 
in-service training. It gives me a chance to see myself as others see me. This 
prevents "'tin-goddery".' More commonly, though, this observability was 
seen in a threatening light. It reinforced the challenge to teacher autonomy 
which already existed through the need for corporate decision-making, 
this time by making visible to colleagues the styles and strategies used by 
individual members of the team. Their methods and their competence 
became exposed to others because the absence of the four walls of the 


conventional classroom allowed others to observe directly (and evaluate) 
their work. 


Shared responsibility for control 

Working on the principle that responsibilities were to be shared, the 
humanities teachers were faced with a situation that, in some ways, could 
prove to be a great bonus for control. Shared responsibility helped, for 
instance, in the way the presence of more than one teacher in the classroom 
allowed any individual teacher to leave the classroom for periods of time 
during lesson to collect additional materials without having to worry about 
the supervision of his/her pupils. It was quite normal for teachers to leave 
the classroom during the humanities lessons, usually to goto thestoreroom 
to collect resources requested by pupils and it was not uncommon, indeed, 
to find only one of the team in the open-plan area. 

The presence of other teachers in the vicinity also meant that there was 
instant support for any one teacher in the case of a confrontation with a 
pupil. Rare as any such case may be, the advantage of team-teaching in this 
sense was the ever-ready mutual support to control of the classroom it 
provided. There were obvious benefits for probationary teachers in this 
respect and, in fact, for any newcomer to the team including teachers 
covering for an absent team member because these people received an 
instant and automatic back-up control. Because the regular team members 
were within view, they were less prone to being played-up and did not have 
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to face the practical problems of being able to name particular pupils or 
negotiate afresh a whole set of ground rules for behaviour. Newcomers 
could, as it were, slot into existing arrangements. 

Sharing responsibility for control had other advantages as well. It 
teduced the likelihood of the kind of control problems that arise simply 
from a clash of personalities between a teacher and a pupil. In the team- 
taught lesson, control was no longer dependent on a relationship between 
pupils and one teacher but on relationships with all the teachersin the team. 
Some teachers in the team saw this as actually something of a problem 
because they felt it was difficult enough for many pupils to establish a 
relationship with one teacher and they saw the need for multiple 
relationships as a source of unnecessary complications. Most teachers, 
however, including those who expressed this reservation, also acknow- 
ledged the potential advantage of depending on relationships with three 
members of staff — that it defused some problems that might otherwise 
erupt from relationships between individual teachers and individual 
Pupils. By diffusing the relationshipsa potential source of control problems 
was defused. Added to this, team support for control could operate to the 
advantage of even regular team members ifit meant that teachers with better 
control could support less capable teachers by dealing with particularly 
difficult pupils. This would prevent the difficult pupils from causing the 
kind of control problems they might otherwise have done and reduce the 
amount of disruption experienced in the class by allowing the best 
equipped teacher to exercise control. Potentially, at least, the result could 

€ to raise the general level of classroom control above the aggregate for 
three individual teachers working separately by taking the standard of the 
est of the team as the baseline for control of the class. 

The overall effect of spreading responsibility for control across the 
team would, on the basis of these points, suggest that team control was an 
advantage. The mutual support for control, however, was not without its 
drawbacks, as the humanities teachers were quick to point out. On the 
issue of support for probationers, for example, some of the probationary 
teachers, while acknowledging the benefits of mutual support, also made 
the point that any mistakes they made were inevitably brought to the 
attention of team colleagues. They suggested that although they might 
pie additional problems of control working alone m the closed 

ASsroom, at least their problems, efforts and mistakes in this setting were 
idden from other teachers and not publicly exposed. 
_, The fact that control was shared could also lead to problems of 
identifying where responsibility for control was ultimately to lie. It was 
Possible for individual team members to abdicate responsibility for 
control and consquently for the level of control in the team to fall to the 
9West common denominator'. The teachers frequently made the point 
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that shared responsibility could just as easily cover up the effects of the 
best teacher as the worst and, in practice, reduce the level of control. So 
team support could work in two ways. On the one hand it could diffuse 
and defuse problems but, on the other, it could compound them by 
creating some confusion over responsibility for control and allowing 
individuals in the team to retreat from the task of exercising control. 

The difficulty of pinpointing responsibility for control in teams also led 
to difficulties for pupils. Not only did the team situation oblige them to 
relate to three members of staff, but also it caused an uncertainty on 
occasion about whose instructions to follow. It would be unfair to 
emphasize this 'confusion' too much because, in practice, it was not 
common. Where it did arise it generally took one of two forms. It was 
either in connection with work where pupils seemed confused about 
when work was due in. One teacher might ask for work for a different date 
than the others. Or, the ‘confusion’ was engineered by pupils as a counter- 
strategy to control. Their professed confusion about aspects of events in 
the classrooms could be used, in effect, to play off teachers against one 
another. On a hot summer's day, for example, three pupils in the 
humanities lesson sat on the grass outside the ground-floor classroom. 
One of the team, seeing this, asked why they were not inside the classroom 
and was told that one of the other teachers had given them permission to 
go outside. It was not clear if this was true or not but it caused other 
pupils, currently inside the classroom to ask why they too could not go 
outside. More pupils began to drift outside as the ‘rumour’ spread that 
‘one of the teachers’ had said it was all right to be outside. It was not until 
an opportunity arose for the three teachers to consult and work out that 
no one had actually given the go-ahead that the situation was clarified - 
but by this time half the pupils were sitting outside. Prudence seemed to 
prevail at this point and, rather than risk a direct confrontation and the 
adoption of a clear authoritarian stance, the team agreed that pupils would 
go outside - on the proviso that they worked. The shared responsibility 
for control, here, was exploited by the pupils by fabricating a confusion 
and trading on the fact that the team members themselves did not wish to 
contradict one another openly. 


Individualism, autonomy and the open classroom 

The nature of classroom control and the strategies devised to achieve it in 
the humanities lessons did not, in fact, constitute a pure or full expression 
of the principles associated with the open classroom. Particularly in terms 
of the way the teachers understood the situation and the way they 
operated in class, there were remnants of aspirations more suited to the 
Hidden Pedagogy of the closed classroom. Hidden Pedagogies, as we have 
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argued, are more than just a reflection of personal preference and are 
fostered by the material conditions surrounding the teaching situation. At 
Cedars, then the fact the the humanities teams adopted practices 
apparently inappropriate for the open classroom ought not to be seen as 
simply a personal hesitancy to go along with open classroom principles- it 
needs to be explained in terms of the conditions which affected the 
teachers in the classroom. Here it was evident the the particular Hidden 
Pedagogy for operating in the humanities lessons owed a great deal to the 
way in which the school itself amalgamated the open classroom within an 
otherwise more conventional arrangement for classroom organization. 
The school, in effect, was partially reorganized to accommodate the special 
ethos of humanities lessons. 

In the first place, staff taught on the humanities course for only a 
Proportion of their timetable complementing it by specialist teaching on 
courses such as social studies, geography, history, literature, German, 
French, human ecology, communications, religion, English, economics 
and sociology; courses which were more discipline-oriented and more 
individualistically taught and prepared. Sixteen of the humanities staff 
spend twelve periods a week in the team situation (out of the twenty-seven 
Period timetable), fourteen spent six periods a week, and two spent 
eighteen periods a week in teams.? Added to this, teachers were still 
essentially English teachers, social science teachers, history teachers and 
SO on, co-opted to the interdisciplinary humanities lessons, and they were 
always treated as individuals for timetabling purposes rather than 
members of a team. 

This partial reorganization put the teachers in the rather awkward 
Position of having to operate in two kinds of situation, each carrying a set 
Of specific expectations about how to approach the job. Under these 
circumstances it was hardly surprising that the team members should be 
tempted to incorporate some practices from their conventional teaching 
experience into the humanities lessons as a way of coping with the 
diversity of demands produced by the two kinds of situation, and there 
was practical pressure on teachers to amalgamate the espoused principles 
Of open education with the autonomy and authority relations suited to the 
Conventional situation. ; 

uch an amalgamation occurred in the first instance in the selection of 
team members, When considering which teachers were to work together in 
teams, the humanities staff acknowledged that, in principle, a degree of co- 
Operation and collaboration between teachers was a good thing because it 
fe the Potential to stimulate new approaches to the work through cross- 
axllization of ideas in terms of planning the syllabús; sharing y na 

generally being exposed to the thinking and activities of other te: 
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members. But they were also anxious to ensure that, before all this, there 
was a level of compatibility amongst the members of each team that 
allowed them to operate a reasonable level of harmony. It was seen as 
important that the composition of the teams avoided personality clashes, 
achieved a balance of more extroverted with more quiet teachers, and 
brought together those with similar attitudes and approaches to working 
in the humanities lessons. Experience had taught the humanities staff that, 
as they put it, certain teams 'clicked' while others did not and that some 
teachers worked better together than others. 

The conscious effort to constitute teams with compatible members, 
however, can unwittingly produce a situation of stagnation simply 
because members already agree on subject matter and approach 
(cf.Martin,1975). Where there is high degree of agreement within the 
team, decisions have a dual status. They are at once a collective effort - the 
outcome of group interaction — yet at the same time they correspond with 
the wishes of the individual teacher so allowing the individual teacher to 
retain autonomy by proceeding as he/she sees fit in terms of planning and 
instruction. Compromise with the corporate decision, with its implica- 
tions for teacher autonomy, is consequently excluded as a practical 
problem because the team decision, in effect, becomes little more than a 
joint statement of individual preferences. The search for compatible group 
members,then, served to reduce tension not only in terms of personal and 
pedagogic antipathies but also by reassuring the individual teacher of 
retaining autonomy within and despite the team organization. It can, for 
this reason, be seen as a strategy for coping with this desire for teacher 
autonomy within the team teaching situation. 

The amalagamation of closed classroom practices into the open 
classroom was also evident in the extent to which there was a separation of 
pupils into three subgroups within the class, each with one teacher taking 
charge. It was, in fact, normal for the team members to identify a group of 
pupils for whom they were responsible - ‘my lot’, as opposed to ' the 
others’. The desks were placed in a manner which accorded with a division 
of the unit into three working groups and, although the staff moved freely 
amongst the other groups when necessary and there was a lack of 
territoriality associated with ‘closed classrooms’, there was identifiable 
teacher-pupil groupings which constituted a move away from a totally 
‘open’ situation in which any teachers were responsible for any pupil in 
the whole unit. 

These subgroups in the humanities classes were based on the pupils for 
whom a particular teacher was responsible in terms of the assessment of 
work and, on this point, the impact of the Partial reorganization of the 
school on the teachers’ approach to humanities teaching became very 
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obvious. In terms of responsibility for coursework assessment, teachers 
were clearly expected to take individual responsibility for marking the 
work of particular pupils. This individualized responsiblity, it is true, was 
not total because there were systematic attempts at cross-moderating 
work during the school year but basically within the team teaching of 
humanities responsibililty for assessment remained individualized. There 
were obviously good reasons for this. The time, and hence resources, 
necessary for teachers to engage in collaborative marking for all work 
submitted would be excessive and the use of individualized assessment, in 
fact, would currently seem to be the only viable arrangement in terms of 
financial constraints and teacher work-loads. None the less, the 
persistance of individualized responsibility for assessment had a 
fundamental impact. It not only reduced corporate responsibility for 
assessment per se, it also provided the rational and justification for separating 
the large team units into the three distinct subgroupings. It provided the 
basis for identifying ‘my lot’ from ‘the others’. 

The opportunity to capitalize on this separation of responsibilities was 
enhanced by two physical aspects of the open-plan classrooms within 
which humanities lessons occurred. In the first place, the rooms had a 
structure which neatly suggested three distinct areas each of equal size and 
corresponding with the normal size of a conventional classroom (see 
Figure 3.1). The architecture of the place, as it were, automatically 
Presented the idea of breaking down the long, narrow open-plan areas into 
three square areas. The fact that each of the three areas was actually 
designated with a separate room number reinforced the conception that 
the open areas were simply three conventional units joined together by 
having the walls removed. In a way, it was an official reminder of the 
hegemony of the conventional closed classroom and a thinly disguised 
invitation from the formal organization to treat the open-plan area as a 
combination of three normal classrooms rather than as an indivisible unit. 
The rooms also lent themselves to individualized approaches because in 
each open-plan area one of the three segments could be separated from the 
Test using a movable partition. These partitions could be, and were, used to 
Separate one area of the class from the rest. 

A number of things about the situation, however, led to the conclusion 
that, though the humanities staff used strategies that appeared to go 
against the spirit of open education, these did not constitute a complete 
shunning of the open classroom ideal. It is worth emphasizing, for 
Instance, that the partitions were generally left open enough to allow 
movement of individuals between the sections; generally a gap ofabout 18 
inches was left. Also the teacher/group units were not entirely cohesive 

cause some pupils chose to move outside the group and were allowed to 
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Figure 3.1. Open-plan classroom at Cedars; typical arrangement. 
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sit in another area of the open-plan classroom. Consequently there was 
some movement between groups by the teachers to attend to a pupil for 
whom they had assessment responsibility who had been allowed to sit 
with another group. Also there was still a level of observability of 
colleagues completely alien to those normally working in closed 
classroom settings, with even those who preferred to operate behind the 
partitions becoming observable, and observing, colleagues during the 
normal course of the lessons. Importantly, lead lessons were regularly 
employed in which all pupils in the unit came together for the purposes of 
instruction, and these lead lessons were really the epitome of the team 
ethos in terms of the classroom situation. It is vital, in fact, to recognize the 
element of ‘openness’ which pervaded the units. Staff (and to some 
extent, pupils) freely moved within colleagues’ areas, interacting as a 
matter of course during lessons, and felt no inhibitions about entering 
units unannounced and unapologetic. In no sense should it be construed, 
then, that the teachers operating with ‘their lot’ during the course of a 
normal lesson constituted merely closed-classroom-teaching-without- 
the-walls because not only were they reasonably observable, but also the 
taboos on entering the action-zone of colleagues operating within these 
open-plan units were almost entirely absent. The situation in humanities 
remained very different from the conventional closed classroom. What 
was evident in the lessons, however, was the sensitivity of the staff to 
matters of autonomy, individualism and privacy which seemed to owe 
more than a little to their experience of closed classroom teaching and the 
fact that on certain key issues the school organization remained wedded to 
the individualistic model of teachers’ work. 


Conclusion 


The point emphasized by the studies of Rutter et al., Reynolds and 
Sullivan, and Metz is that despite forms of accountablity to the public, it is 
Possible for a variety of school organizations to coexist. More than this, 
such differences in school organization can actually go some way towards 
explaining why schools vary in their academic results, their rates of 
truancy, and - significantly in this context - their level of control 
problems ard delinquency. Schools are not seen simply as the passive 
recipients of pupils whose academic capacities and disruptive potential is 
determined by factors outside school in the social environment but are 
seen as active agents in the production of particular kinds of pupil 
behaviour. 

The idea that individual schools can generate their own levels of control 
Problem through their form of organization is an important one to 
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recognize, but a degree of caution is needed about claims that specific 
aspects of school organization have a direct association with matters of 
control. As D.H. Hargreaves (1981) argues, there are some methodologi- 
cal problems with Reynolds and Sullivan's and Rutter et al.’s attempts to 
isolate the organizational factors that cause control problems and there isa 
lack of precision in defining and measuring such factors. There is also 
some doubt about the comparability of the schools on which the 
conclusions are based. In the case of Reynolds and Sullivan, for instance, 
we are told that ‘the social homogeneity of the area means that the 
secondary schools are receiving similar pupils at intake’ (p.50) and that 
this justifies the conclusion that observed differences can be attributed to 
the schools themselves - not the social environment. The fact that ‘the 
intake to the coercive schools includes a higher proportion of children 
from the valley’s council estates’ (p.52) is not treated as a significant 
difference in terms of the catchment areas or pupil intakes to the schools. 
As Acton (1980) has argued in connection with Rutter et al.’s research, 
even if we overlook the methodological problems, their conclusions do 
not actually deny the broader effects of social environments and social 
class on the performance of pupils at school, nor the determining effects 
of these social factors on the life-chances of pupils in terms of the labour 
market once they leave school. It would seem prudent, then, to recognize 
that while the ethos and organization of particular schools can have a 
differential influence on matters of control, the precise nature of that 
influence is not altogether clear because it is difficult to isolate such factors 
from the effects of social class and social environment on the performance 
of pupils. This, of course, casts doubts on the prospects of identifying 
types of school organization as ‘good’ or ‘bad’, ‘better’ or ‘worse’ because 
the output of individual schools cannot be compared except where inputs 
(pupils) are the same and, equally, where the aims of each school are held 
to be identical. But ‘goals’, as we saw, offered no bench-mark for 
comparisons between schools because they varied so widely. There is, 
however, another way of approaching the whole issue of the way schools 
generate or reduce control problems. Rather than focus on the differences 
between schools within the same social environment and educational 
system we can look instead at those aspects of schools which are more 
universal and which literally produce common features of schooling. This 
would draw us to look at features of school organization that are shared by 
most, if not all, schools in the system and to ask what effect they can have 
on the nature of classroom control. The overall picture which emerges 
from this organizational perspective is one in which the closed classroom, 
coupled with a non-voluntary clientele and poor pupil-staff ratios, 
provides certain fundamental facts of life about classrooms. Principally, it 
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Methods for gaining control are subject to legal constraint in some 
respects because the law not only provides teachers with a mandate for 
control by placing them in loco parentis but also obliges teachers to operate 
within the general laws concerning assault, theft, discrimination and 
moral standards. As B. Bennett and Martin (1980) point out, despite 
being delegated the rights of a parent over the pupils, teachers still have to 
work within certain other parameters set by the law when trying to 
establish and maintain control. This is the case particularly in their use of 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


Corporal punishment, where the teacher must avoid allegations of 
assault, actual bodily harm and indecency, and also observe LEA 
regulations governing the administration of corporal punish- 
ment. Following the judgment of the European Court of Human 
Rights on 25 February 1982 in the case of Campbell and Cosand, 
parental consent will also become a factor in law which limits the 
use of corporal punishment on pupils. 

Confiscation of pupil property, where the Theft Act 1968 makes no 
explicit exception for teachers and thus requires that confiscated 
articles must never be kept, used or destroyed by the teacher. 
Even offensive or dangerous articles must be returned via the 
pupil's parents or, if serious enough, handed over to the police. 
Detention of pupils, where, though having the legal right to detain 
Pupils, teachers need to observe LEA regulations which usually 
specify the maximum period for which a pupil can be detained 
and the period of notice that needs to be given. 

Social and physical contact, where legislation again makes no 
exception for the particular circumstances of teachers and 
requires, therefore, that teachers avoid any social or physical 
contact, however intended, which might be construed as 
improper. Their dealings with pupils have to be beyond 
moral/legal reproach or suspicion of indecency because gross 
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moral turpitude is a ground for dismissal in its own right quite 
apart from any prosecution which could be involved. 

(5) Discriminatory practices, where the exercise of classroom control 
must avoid discrimination in terms of a pupil's sex or race in a 
way that would contravene the Sex Discrimination Act 1975 or 
the Race Relations Act 1976. 


Other than these constraints, however, the law gives no specific guidance 
on how control may be obtained. It simply acts as an ultimate sanction 
reflecting social norms relating to assault, theft, discrimination and 
standards of decency. It gives the teacher some official authority and 
tesponsibility and it provides limits to the methods which teachers can 
employ to establish control but it does not specifically give teachers rights 
in the classroom other than these. So pupils who are indolent, cheeky or 
generally disruptive in class cannot be prosecuted for the attitude - it is 
simply up to the teachers to use whatever methods they can to establish 
control. This is where the notion of ‘strategies’ comes in. 


Strategic action for classroom control 


In recent years the idea of analysing classroom activities in terms of their 
Strategic qualities is one that has grown in popularity amongst 
ethnographers, particularly where the activities in question are concerned 
with classroom control (Delamont, 1983; Hammersley, 1980, 1983; A. 
Hargreaves, 1979; Pollard, 1982; Woods, 1980a, 1980b). Principally this 
is because classroom research by ethnographers has revealed a marked 
similarity between the nature of teacher and pupil activity connected with 
control and the properties of action associated with the term ‘strategy’. 

To start with, control activity and strategic activity are both intentional 
activity in the sense that they involve consciously held motives stemming 
from participants’ perceptions of the situation. So, for example, when 
trying to understand something like ‘pupil misbehaviour in class’ the 
focus of attention will be on the rational, purposeful aspects of the 
behaviour which are geared to achieving specific aims. Robertson (1981) 
follows this line when he analyses the behaviour of pupils which threatens 
the classroom control of teachers. The five main causes of disruptive 
behaviour which he identifies in his book he classifies as 


(1) Immediate pay-offs. Here the motive is simple and uncomplicated. 
If a pupil talks it is because he/she has something to say that will 
not wait. If he/she runs in the corridor it is because there is a 
hurry. The act itself is quite acceptable, but it is done at the wrong 
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time, in the wrong context, so far as the teacher is concerned. 

(2)  Attention-seeking devices. The purpose of disruptive behaviour 
can be to put the pupil in the limelight and keep the pupil as the 
centre of attraction - noticed by teachers and pupils, accepted by 
peers. 

(3) Excitement. In an effort to alleviate the frustration and boredom 
of life in classrooms, pupils can search for excitement by 
interfering with the progress of lessons and causing episodes that 
break the tedium of normal classroom routine. 

(4) Malicious teasing. By purposely provoking a confrontation witha 
teacher or subjecting the teacher to subtle forms of ridicule, 
pupils can gain excitement and prestige in the eyes of their peers. 
This brinkmanship, if operated successfully, can elevate the 
status of the pupil by challenging the authority of the teacher. 

(5) Avoiding work. Pupils can avoid the hardship of doing work by 
passive resistance, but they can also engage in disruptive 
behaviour that creates ‘incidents’ and subsequently offsets the 
need to do the classwork. The disruptive behaviour, again, serves 
a purpose. 


These causes of pupil ‘misbehaviour’, it should be noted, do not make 
reference to subconscious motives or to psychological disturbance. 
Instead they treat the ‘misbehaviour’ as consciously motivated activity 
geared to a particular goal. And the same point applies to the activities of 
teachers. In so far as they are ‘strategic actions’ they are rationally 
conceived with explicit goals in mind. 

Such goals suggest a second area of similarity between the specific 
nature of control activity in classrooms and the more general properties of 
action that is deemed ‘strategic’: both are essentially problem-oriented 
activity. Strategies arise in order to obviate, alleviate or overcome 
situations which actors regard as threatening or unpalatable and we have 
already established that, in the context of classrooms, both teachers and 
pupils regard control as something of a problem (even if for different 
reasons). Three points arise from this ‘problem orientation’. First, to the 
extent that it is strategic, action which is directed at such problems carries 
with it no guarantee of success and it involves an inherent element of 
uncertainty about the outcome. If actors could be absolutely sure that a given 
kind of action would evoke a particular response there would be no 
element of risk and no sense of the 'creative, informed guesswork' that 
underpins the idea of strategy. In classrooms, the intensely social and 
interpersonal nature of the setting serves to assure that neither teachers 
nor pupils can operate with total confidence that their actions will achieve 
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the anticipated result and, here again, the vision of control activity as 
strategic activity would seem to be well founded. 

Second, both the nature of the problems and the nature of the strategies 
that are conceived to remedy the problems are shaped by the 
circumstances in which they occur. They are, in other words, context 
specific. Under certain circumstances certain problems arise and certain 
solutions offer themselves as possibilities. So far as the classroom 
environment is concerned, as we argued in Chapters 2 and 3, the social 
and organizational environment is responsible for creating some of the 
major problems associated with control - class size, low technology, 
architecture, and so on - and just as powerfully the social and 
organizational environment moulds the strategies that are acceptable and 
appropriate. The closed classroom environment engenders problems like 
those of 'man-management' and, at the same time, invites solutions that 
rely on strategies that retain the autonomy of the subject teacher. 

It is worth emphasizing on this point, as do A. Hargreaves (1978, 
1979), Denscombe (1980b, 1981) and Pollard (1982), that the structural 
constraints on classroom strategies stem from things like the historical 
location, material resources, organizational factors and pupil resistance, 
each of which has origins outside the immediate, proximate occasion of 
the use of the strategy and this accounts for the third of the points that 
follow on from the problem orientation of strategic action. Though the 
Participants are unique individuals, the problems they face and the 
strategies they use are not. Teachers and pupils use strategies which, 
though generated by themselves as individuals and thus having some 
element of uniqueness, are also the product of shared pressures from the 
social and organizational environment. This explains the existence of 
shared patterns of strategic action covering a variety of teachers, pupils and 
lessons, and underpins the whole enterprise of trying to analyse kinds of 
strategic activity in classrooms. 

This reference to shared patterns of strategic action perhaps needs some 
elaboration in order to avoid the impression that all participants in the 
classroom experience the same pressures and problems and adopt similar 
strategies to resolve them. Clearly, teachers and pupils - the parties to 
classroom interaction - are in very different positions and though they 
may share certain kinds of problems amongst themselves one of the 
distinctive features of classrooms is the way the parties operate with 
‘oppositional interests’. Normally, teachers and pupils get depicted as 
Protagonists in the school venture, each attempting by guile or force to 
impose their will at the expense of the other. If not at loggerheads or open 
conflict on each and every occasion they meet, they are, at least, portrayed 
in terms of an underlying hostility. The notion of 'strategy' is useful in this 
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context because it captures the idea of teacher and pupil activity being 
geared towards the domination of the opponents and the direct 
suppression of behaviour deemed to be in the interests of the opposition. 
It clearly conjures up an image of classroom activity as an attempt to 
impose control in an 'us and them' situation where any sign of weakness 
will be mercilessly exploited and where survival depends on strength and 
bravery. As Willard Waller expressed the point in his classic portrayal of 
teaching: 


Teacher and pupil confront each other with attitudes from which the 
underlying hostility can never be altogether removed. Pupils are the 
material in which teachers are supposed to produce results. Pupils are 
human beings striving to realise their own results in their own way- 
Each of these hostile parties stands in the way of the other; in so 
far as the aims of either are realised, it is at the sacrifice of the aims of the 
other. 


(Waller, 1932, p. 196) 


But the concept of classroom strategy, though drawing attention to the 
oppositional interests of teachers and pupils and being equally applicable 
to either, does not consequently suggest that power is equally distributed 
in the classroom. 


To argue for the importance of strategic interaction and negotiation 
processes does not mean denying the importance of differences in the 
weight of the power resources available to different actors an 
organisations. The area which is open to negotiation or gains by 
strategic action will vary according to the weight of power resources 
controlled by the different sides. 


(Hammersley, 1976, p. 114) 


In effect, legal and institutional authority give teachers a superior power 
base yet it is obvious that teacher strategies for control do not operate on a 
passive body of pupils. As Waller said, 'Pupils are human beings striving 
to realise their own results in their own way’. They engage in counter- 
strategies geared towards their own interests in the classroom situation 
and use ploys to limit the nature and extent of (teacher) control which is 
feasible in class. They are an active force in classroom control between 
teacher and pupils. So, though the balance of power rests with the 
teachers, resistance by pupils cannot be ignored as a vital feature o 
control in classrooms. 


This leads us to the final point about strategic action for control. The 
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vivid and striking picture of confrontation in the classroom is one which 
needs to be tempered somewhat if it is to accord with the situation 
experienced by most pupils and teachers. As Waller went on to point out, 
conflicting interests in the situation need not lead to a persistent battle, 
and to state that teachers’ and pupils’ interests are in opposition is not to 
imply that classrooms are arenas of perpetual and overt struggle for 
supremacy. What it does imply is that the order which exists in the 
classroom is not very stable. In Waller’s terms it is a despotism in a 
precarious state of balance. As with guerrilla warfare, opposition to the 
ruling regime is localized and sporadic, rarely erupting into a wholesale 
challenge to the rule of the dominant party. For much of the time there is a 
fragile truce. 

This ‘fragile truce’ is precisely the kind of situation noted by 
ethnographers of the classroom. As ethnographers have shown, the 
truce rests on informal assumptions about conduct that get established 
over time through interaction between the parties to become the 
negotiated order of classroom life (Ball, 1980; D. H. Hargreaves et al., 
1975). This order is delicately preserved and sometimes ruptured by the 
actions of teachers and pupils but perhaps the crucial point to notice at 
this stage is the way the order of classroom life depends on informal 
negotiations rather than the simple imposition of superior institutional 
power by teachers on pupils. Because pupils can, and do, engage in 
informal modes of resistance which are quite effective, teachers are not 
really in a position to ride roughshod over pupils’ wishes without risking 
severe consequences and can hardly afford to ignore the attitudes and 
expectations of those with whom they are interacting. In practice, teachers 
have to bear in mind the reaction of pupils, in particular the extent to 
which the pupils view the teacher’s activity as ‘legitimate’ because such 
‘legitimacy’ directly affects the success of the teacher strategy employed. 
They have to bear in mind an unwritten code of conduct covering the 
strategies used by teachers - a code that is fairly clear and consistent 
amongst pupils from a variety of settings.! Pupils expect teachers to be: 


(1) Firm: first and foremost the ‘good’ teacher is willing and able to 
exercise control over individuals and classes. But the methods 
used to achieve this control also serve to separate the good from 
the bad. 

(2) Fair: the good teacher does not give punishments that are seen as 
too harsh and is careful to give punishments only to 'guilty 
parties’. He/she also avoids the use of adverse comparisons 
between individuals or groups of pupils as a means for achieving 
control. 
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(3) Respectful to pupils: the good teacher allows pupils to retain a 
sense of dignity which is especially valued by adolescent pupils. 

(4) Friendly: the good teacher is not aloof or distant. He/she must be 
able to ‘have a laugh’ and be able to ‘take a joke’. 

(5) Explains things well and gets work done: the good teacher 
establishes productive lessons and avoids boring lessons so that 
pupils feel they have achieved something and are interested in the 
subject. 


The acceptability to pupils of particular teacher control strategies makes 
certain strategies more attractive than others depending on the time, the 
place and the people involved and, as we see when exploring ‘domination’ 
strategies, ‘classwork management strategies and 'co-optation' strategies, 
these features of pupil thinking are rarely far from the minds of those who 
would use the strategies. They recur time and again as considerations 
guiding the use of strategies by teachers. 


Domination strategies 


In the nineteenth century teachers in elementary schools were put in a 
position of either exercising control over their pupils or effectively failing 
at their job. As Grace (1978) puts it: 


The classrooms of urban elementary schools were ... arenas in which 
were enacted basic struggles for dominance. The physical context and 
the expectations of colleagues, parents and pupils that the first business 
of a teacher was to govern, made this a paramount reality of the 
teacher's world. 


(Grace, 1978, p. 36) 


Faced with such pressures, the teacher had little alternative but to adoptan 
awesome image that would leave no doubt about who was in charge of the 
situation. Times change, however, and the draconian teacher - fierce, 
intimidating and vigilant - might seem ill-suited to the present-day school. 
But the legacy of a time when the teacher’s word was law still haunts the 
contemporary classroom and domination strategies are far from extinct 
(Woods, 1977, 1979). There are strategies regularly employed by 
teachers which help to establish a situation where resistance is bludgeoned 
out of existence and a begrudging passivity is elicited from the pupils- 
The ‘drill-sergeant’ strategy referred to by Webb (1962) provides a good 
example. Using the Strategy, teachers unilaterally impose an order to 
events, insist on a high level of regimentation and demand an automatic 
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obedience to their commands and instructions. The advantage, argues 
Webb, is that the rigid order imposed in this authoritarian manner 
minimizes that prospect of uncertainty, confusion and chaos erupting in 
the classroom and thus allows the teacher to assert control in an essentially 
hostile environment. And Webb makes no bones about it - the drill- 
Sergeant strategy responds to a climate of hostility between the parties 
where teachers should expect to be respected rather than liked by the 
Pupils. Similarly the 'policing' strategy identified by A. Hargreaves (1979) 
is one which operates in a ‘low trust’ climate where the only alternative to 
absolute control by the teacher is chaos. Answering the need for total 
control, the 'policing' strategy involves 'rigorous and systematic control 
over pupil talk and bodily movement', 'an explicit articulation of the rule 
system and a public display of the hierarchical relationship which obtains 
between teacher and pupil', and a transformation of decisions about the 
curriculum and pedagogy into immediate decisions in classrooms in a way 
which reinforces social control and averts threats to order. 

Domination strategies like these share the view that despotism in the 
classroom is vital for order to exist (cf. Waller, 1932) and, rather like 
Hobbes's Leviathan, any weakness on the part of the teacher is seen as 
ensuring a tenure that is ‘nasty, brutish and short’. The methods used to 
achieve this domination involve a rigorous and unrelenting insistence on 
‘rules, rituals and regimentation' in class. By pursuing these ‘three Rs’, the 
teacher allows no fragment of the underlying hostility to become manifest 
in the pupils’ behaviour so that lessons proceed with the institutional 
authority of the teacher surviving apparently intact and unchallenged. At 
the same time, the teacher also creates a certain routine to classroom life 
which, as Woods (1979, p. 162) points out, can prove useful in its own 
right because ‘Routine imposes a structure on school life which pupils and 
teachers almost automatically come to accept’. The routine becomes 
embedded in the consciousness of those involved and takes on the guise of 
a natural unquestionable feature of classroom life. Added to this, when 
deliberately exploited by teachers, the habits and routines which emerge as 
the by-product of concentrating on the three Rs of rules, rituals and 
regimentation also enhance the teacher's ability to cover syllabus material 
during lessons: the rigid structuring of events which serves to obviate 
pupil challenges to teacher control also helps to get work done. In essence, 
however, strategies of this kind are geared towards eliminating any 
Opportunity for pupils to question, challenge or threaten the authority 
vested in the teacher by the institution. They allow no truck with 
questions about the legitimacy of teacher rule in the classroom and consist 
of commands by the teacher; edicts not to be qualified, justified or 
explained. They are intended to establish a state of affairs in the classroom 
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where, despite the underlying and some would say inevitable hostility, 
pupils ‘do as they are told’. 

There is evidence to suggest that this ‘laying down the law’ to pupils can 
be quite a successful strategy for teachers and that those who tend to rely 
on domination strategies can avert some of the problems that other 
approaches invite. Torode (1976), for instance, has argued that where 
teachers try to justify their decisions to the pupils on the basis of personal 
choice and commitment they are likely to face greater discipline problems 
than where they issue commands as impersonal edicts which emanate 
from abstract principles and which demand obedience irrespective of the 
personal wishes of the teacher. Those who make their actions accountable 
to the pupils, in other words, would seem to jeopardize control while 
those who issue threats in terms of ‘inevitable consequences’ to a 
particular pupil behaviour in the classroom setting tend to achieve good 
discipline. 

In part, this would seem to result from the structure which domination 
strategies impose on proceedings. They provide a firm, predictable 
environment in which pupils know what is expected of them in terms of 
their relationship with the teacher and where pupils are left in little doubt 
about the standards of classroom conduct that are required. But it also 
results from the way in which domination strategies fulfil the image of the 
strong teacher. Time and again, and in widely varying circumstances, pupils 
express a liking for the strong teacher who sets rigid standards and 
imposes firm control (Delamont, 1983; Docking, 1980; Marsh et al., 
1978). As a corollary, being seen as weak or soft is an arch failing for 
teachers. Marsh et al., for instance, report that in their research 


Being a soft teacher was seen to be one of the worst categories of 
offence. The pupils are insulted by weakness on the part of those in 
authority who they expect to be strong. 


(Marsh et al., 1978, p. 38) 


Faced with such expectations, teachers are obviously under some pressure 
to present a tough image. Despite their personal views about how teaching 
ought properly to be conducted they find themselves in circumstances 
where a degree of toughness is essential for survival and here, of course, 
domination stategies would appear to be in their element. Such strategies 
automatically emphasize authority relations within the classroom an 

involve the kind of explicit demonstrations of power which are likely to 
prevent the teacher being labelled ‘weak’ or ‘soft’. The real advantage © 

such domination strategies so far as the teachers are concerned, though, is 
that they combine an image of the ‘strong’ teacher with a firm and explicit 
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structure to proceedings in class and, together, these prove to be mutually 
supporting factors in the quest for classroom control. 


Domination by resocialization 

Despite the advantages of ‘structure’ and ‘strength’ for classroom control, 
obedience achieved through the use of these strategies is likely to come 
from a begrudging passivity on the part of the pupils who go along with the 
system through fear and intimidation rather than any wholehearted 
commitment to the regime. Their response is a temporary and fragile 
acquiescence - a ‘situational adjustment’ as Goffman has called it - which 
facilitates classroom proceedings in circumstances where one party can 
muster sufficient social power to impose his version of events. Resistance, 
however, need not be ‘bludgeoned’ out of existence. There are more 
subtle methods of domination which can be used to overcome opposing 
expectations and aspirations in the classroom - methods that rely on 
reorienting pupils so that their thinking matches the teachers' 
requirements for the exercise of control. Broadly these can be seen as 
strategies for domination by resocialization. 

One example of how pupils’ thinking can be moulded to fit the 
(teachers’) needs for control can be found in the work of educational 
psychologists who, faced with ‘problem’ pupils, argue that bringing pupils 
into line can be achieved in a Skinnerian fashion through a process of 
stimulus-response learning (for example, O'Leary and O'Leary, 1977). 
Such behaviour modification in class can use fear, guilt, embarrassment or 
inconvenience as methods for negatively reinforcing types of mis- 
behaviour by pupils and effectively working as aversion therapy to 
prevent the recurrence of behaviour the teachers regard as undesirable. As 
a strategy for control this continues to be rather heavy-handed because it 
still relies on teachers handing out ‘deterrents’ that pupils, against their 
wishes, feel compelled to suffer. The co-operation that gets elicited, as a 
result, might expect to be less than wholehearted. 

A more effective method is to dominate by generating in pupils a 
definite enthusiasm for the regime the teachers are trying to impose. This, 
in fact, is something that most schools recognize. At the one extreme there 
are boarding schools (particularly the public schools) whose influence 
tends to be ‘all-encompassing’ and where conscious efforts are made to 
mould the pupils’ commitment to the school. As Lambart (1966) points 
out, such boarding schools do not coerce conformity, but attain a school- 
goal orientation but using ‘subtle normative means [and] instilling 
expectations and standards, so that its values become accepted and 
enforced by the pupils as the ordinary or “done thing”’ (Lambart, 1966, 
P. xxi). As Lambart and his colleagues have demonstrated, boarding 
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schools tend to take on features of what Goffman (1968) has called ‘total 
institutions’ (Lambart, 1966, Lambart and Millham, 1968; Lambartet al., 
1970, 1975). These institutions typically seek to achieve acquiescence on 
the part of their inmates by breaking each inmate's image of 'self' and 
resocializing it to fit the regime. Entrants are systematically stripped of 
those things which reflect and enhance normal images ofa unique identity 
- clothes, hairstyle, jewellery, names - and have these replaced with a 
corporate identity - uniforms, numbers, regimentation. Through a 
‘mortification of the self" the institution desocializes then resocializes the 
newcomer so that the expectations they hold complement those of the 
staff regime. 

Boarding schools, to the extent that they entail both isolation from 
other social circles and regimentation and strict control over personal 
identity and freedom, correspond with this idea of a total institution. But 
in fact most schools reflect the total institution to some extent because 
things like compulsory attendance, isolation from the community, 
regimentation, uniforms, lack of personal freedoms, all are common 
features of schooling. So, the possibility of resocializing pupils, rather 
than achieving compliance by intimidation or brute force, is something 
available to nearly all teachers and is not restricted to use in boarding 
schools. Although the potency of this strategy for control will vary 
according to the circumstances of particular schools and the extent to 
which they allow the teachers to isolate and 'remould' their pupils, clearly 
most schools can, and do, attempt to get compliance by instilling in their 
pupils a general commitment to the school, its rules, its values and its 
regime. 


Domination and interaction in classrooms 

Apart from resocializing pupils, teachers can also dominate pupils without 
being too heavy handed by paying careful attention to the way they 
communicate with the pupils and the kind of interaction they allow 
during lessons. For example, by their demeanour in class teachers can go a 
long way towards communicating to the pupils that authority rests clearly 
and unequivocally with the teacher. As Robertson (1981) argues, this 
‘communication of authority’ requires them to demonstrate and reinforce 
their status as ‘teacher’ and ‘adult’ and this can best be done, he says; 
through shrewd use of body language and control of talk. Using 
appropriate postural cues, gestures, eye contact and positioning in class, 
they can immediately communicate (or fail to communicate) that it is they 
who hold the whip-hand. Standing in a prominent position, appearing 
relaxed not tense, moving freely away from the ‘safe zone’ at the front of 
the class, using eye contact to sanction pupil talk — these are just some of 
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the repertoire of interpersonal skills that teachers can acquire and use to 
get classroom control. 

Domination, however, depends not only on what is communicated but 
also on who does the communicating and who controls when it occurs. 
That is why when teachers use domination strategies they put themselves 
in a focal position in the classroom. For the duration of the lesson they 
insist that all communication should be channelled through them and that 
they have the sole right to initiate interaction. This point is particularly 
evident in the ‘chalk and talk’ and ‘recitation’ strategies where the teachers’ 
attempts to control the class quite clearly revolve around their efforts to 
govern classroom interaction. With the ‘chalk and talk’ strategy we find 
teachers at the focal point of proceedings, initiating and monitoring 
interaction in a way that allows them to both express and exercise 
dominance over the pupils. And the same is true of the recitation strategy. 
‘Recitation’, as Hoetker and Ahlbrand (1969) indicate, does not simply 
mean a process of reciting. Particularly in the US context, it has come to 
refer to the classroom practice of question-answer routines where 
teachers deliver information and then question individual pupils to find 
out what he/she has learnt. As they point out, it is an approach which has 
retained favour and is nearly as familiar today as it was fifty years ago, 
despite the fact that it has long been regarded by educationalists as a poor 
method. 


Each successive generation of educational thinkers, no matter how else 
they differ, has condemned the rapid-fire, question-answer pattern of 
instruction. This opens a number of interesting avenues of inquiry. 
What is there about the recitation, for instance, that makes it so 
singularly successful in the evolutionary struggle with other, more 
highly recommended methods? That is, what survival needs of teachers 
are met uniquely by the recitation? 


(Hoetker and Ahlbrand, 1969, p. 163) 


The answer, not in fact provided by Hoetker and Ahlbrand, is that 
recitation continues to be used because, at one and the same time, it helps 
teachers to control the class and also to present and cover a body of 
material (Westbury, 1973). Particularly in the conventional classroom 
setting, with the specific pressures this entails, there are solid practical 
reasons for teachers sticking to the strategy. As Dreeben points out: 


Given the spatial constraints of self-contained classrooms and the need 
for teachers to gain and keep the attention of their pupils (both for 
administrative and instructional reasons), it is not surprising that the 
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recitation (strategy) has emerged as an adaptive solution because it can 
serve both as a means of disseminating knowledge and as a means of 
control at the same time in a setting whose major parameters are 


(1) spatial containment and crowding, 

(2) theinclusion of variously motivated children of different abilities 
and interests, and 

(3) the occupational and administrative injunction on teachers to 
teach-direct an instructional programme. 


(Dreeben, 1973, pp. 467-8) 


Using the ‘recitation’ strategy, then, teachers can satisfy the demands 
placed upon them to exercise the positional authority entrusted in them 
and also fulfil their duty of transmitting curricular knowledge. Whether 
or not pupils actually imbibe the knowledge is another matter but, so far 
as their accountability to external agencies is concerned, the syllabus is 
covered and the teacher appears to be in command of the situation. 

Using strategies such as these, teachers tend to monopolize the 
classroom talk (Sinclair and Coulthard, 1974) and strive to minimize the 
amount of pupil-initiated talk. This does not mean, though, that pupils 
are prevented from talking in class. Indeed, as Hammersley (1974) argues, 
it is important for teachers to elicit answers to their questions and to 
ensure a sufficient level of responsiveness to teacher talk. Butas he goes on 
to note, the nature and extent of pupil talk needs to be carefully 
monitored if classroom control is not to be threatened. Too many pupils 
participating at once, or unsolicited pupil participation, can effectively 
ruin the lesson and undermine the teacher's control of the situation. 
Over-participation, in fact, provides a pupil strategy for countering and 
challenging the teacher's control and, from the teacher's point of view, 
needs to be avoided at all cost. If pupils begin to talk amongst themselves 
spontaneously it poses a problem because it moves the focus of interaction 
away from the teacher and it takes the initiative for interaction away from 
the teacher - both of which are regarded as vital for control through 
domination. 

Methods to limit the amount of talk between pupils, of course, must be 
available to teachers who wish to achieve dominance by governing 
classroom | interaction. Obviously, they can use the simple and 
straightforward method of stating categorically that such talk is not 
permitted in the classroom and reiterate the rule when necessary. Backed- 
up with sanctions this may go some way to ensuring that they remain the 
focal point and sole instigator of classroom talk. Alternatively, or even asa 
complement to such measures, they can utilize the effects of classroom 
ecology and manipulate seating arrangements to control pupil interaction in 
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the classroom (Adams and Biddle, 1970; Breed and Colaiuta, 1974; 
Sommer, 1967). The strength of this strategy comes from the point, as 
Waller once observed, that 


There appears to be a characteristic ecology of the classroom. ... In 
large classes where students are left free to choose their own positions 
the author has found a certain distribution to recur. In the front row isa 
plentiful sprinkling of over-dependent types, mixed perhaps with a 
number of extremely zealous students. In the back row are persons in 
rebellion. 
(Waller, 1932, pp. 161-2) 
More recently, Walberg (1969) has subjected this observation to rigorous 
research and confirmed that: 


Students in the front were not only more enthusiastic about school 
work than the other students but more [enthusiastic] in learning, 
reading and creativity generally. Those who said they do not care where 
they sit gave responses similar to students in the front but not quite as 
extreme. Students who select places in the back or near a window 
expressed in their responses a general negation of school learning and 
their own interest and capacity for success. 


(Walberg, 1969, p. 69) 


This point does not escape the attention of practising teachers whose 
experience has taught them that the manipulation of seating arrangements 
can have a considerable impact on the behaviour of pupils and 
consequently on the teacher's ability to gain control. Teachers often insist, 
for instance, that 'troublemakers' do not sit at the back but come to the 
front of the class where the teacher can keep an eye on them, and the 
potential of seating arrangements to aid teacher control was clearly in the 
mind of an English teacher at Beechgrove as she recalled how it had helped 
her with a particular group of pupils: 


Thad a class and they were hell ... couldn't do anything with them. They 
were real sods ... girls, all girls ... and they really hated my guts. And 
there was no way I could get them to stop talking. And somebody 
worked out ... worked out this brilliant idea. 

And it was a needlework room I took them in, and I set all the chairs 
-.. only about 20 of them ... all the chairs in a line. It was a rotten thing 
to do. And each chair slightly separate from the next, but in a line. And, 
do you know, it worked! 'Cos they were cut off from each other, you 
know. 
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The use of seating arrangements to aid control depends, of course, on 
certain conditions. Principally it requires a situation in which the teacher 
is not afraid to dictate where pupils sit and in which the teacher has no 
qualms about appearing authoritarian. In other circumstances, its 
potential is markedly reduced. For example 
Cedars where about sixty pupils come toge 
found it difficult to use the conventional 
when the class was watching a video and pu 
screen, there were certain pupils who seem 
in the crowd and keeping ‘out of reach’ o 
lessons, there were blind-spots in terms of teacher control - areas 
effectively outside the action zone of the teachers, such as an inaccessible 
corner, behind a cupboard or any other such place created by the 


particular furnishing of the room. As the teachers acknowledged when the 
issue was discussed informally at a staff 


; in the humanities lessons at 
ther in ‘lead’ lessons, teachers 
seating strategies. Especially 
pils were huddled around the 
ed adept at hiding themselves 
f the teachers. During the lead 


: tion and any acquiescence 
eir part deserves to be treated as à 
ccomplishment by the teacher. Just as 

Cues, gestures and control over talk 
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questions or answer in monosyllabic terms. They can turn away from the 
teacher or studiously avoid eye contact when being spoken to. They can 
adopt poses and use gestures that effectively ridicule or insult the teacher 
(sometimes without the teachers being aware of it). All of which can put 
the teacher in a very awkward position because such tactics can prevent 
the teacher ‘getting through’ to the pupil or make the teacher feel belittled 
in front of the pupils. In subtle ways teachers can find themselves being 
ignored or put down by pupils and having their authority challenged in a 
way that proves difficult to pin down yet which is none the less evident to 
those concerned. 

The strength of this form of resistance rests on two points. First, the fact 
that the pupil behaviour might be sufficiently ambiguous to prevent direct 
accusations of insulting behaviour. Second, that it might alternatively be 
‘sub-reactional’ (D. H. Hargreaves et al., 1975) so far as the teacher is 
concerned. Either because the teacher wants to avoid provoking the pupil 
and escalating a seemingly trivial matter into a big event, or because the 
behaviour in its own right is not really serious enough to warrant action, 
pupil(s) can use sullen resistance as a counter-strategy which draws on the 
kind of body language and control of talk that teachers themselves would 
hope to use in their own pursuance of control. 

Counter-strategies of this kind do not normally involve a full-scale 
confrontation between teacher and pupil(s). Resistance to teacher 
domination more commonly involves pupil manoeuvres that are like 
guerrilla warfare rather than open rebellion. In many respects the 
opposition is limiting rather than revolutionary, and rarely is the teacher’s 
institutional authority totally ignored or rejected. In fact, domination 
strategies, as a genre, are generally founded upon the assumption that, in 
the last instance, the teacher will be able to quell hostility and count on 
pupils giving in to his/her commands because, no matter how 
begrudgingly, pupils will be ‘willing to be forced’ into the appropriate 
pattern of behaviour. 

Yet ironically there is a potential in the strategy to foster rebellion as 
much as quell it. Clearly domination strategies can be used as a response to 
pupil initiatives where pupil expectations set the pattern and teacher 
strategies simple try to cope with the situation. Webb (1962) emphasized 
this point in his account of the drill-sergeant strategy, arguing that the 
tules, rituals and regimentation it entails, allows for, indeed fosters, a 
solidarity-in-opposition on the part of pupils and thereby matches the 
expectations they derive from their culture outside the bounds of school. 
In essence it conforms to the ‘us and them’ syndrome. At the same time, 
however, domination strategies can have the effect of enshrining the 
element of pupil opposition and giving it credibility if not respectibility. 
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And this puts teachers in something of a dilemma. While they might be 
prepared to recognize and respond to the fact that pupils expect strength 
and toughness on the part of the teacher, and use methods j which 
correspond with these expectations, it is obvious that the very pupils who 
promote the idea that the strong teacher is the good one are those who will 
tend to go furthest in challenging and flaunting the institutional authority 
of the teacher. Their appreciation of the strong teacher, in other words, 
really only reflects the fact that the strategy involves methods which they 
appreciate. Yet in such appreciation there is little guarantee that they will 
be distracted from perpetual battles of strength in the classroom. 
Domination strategies, in attempting to suppress opposition, reinforce 
the image of antagonism between teacher and pupils and can, therefore, 
Serve to exacerbate or even create conflict rather than avoid it. 

This paradox is not the only difficulty facing the use of domination 
strategies. For male teachers whose stature is small, thin or frail, for 


elderly teachers and for many women teachers, it may be far from easy to 


present an awesome image with which to intimidate pupils especially 


ought home quite sharply by the case of a 


putation as a 'hard man' and 
ntrolling even the 


cases. 
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respecting and requiring a degree of strength in the teacher’s approach 
they are adamant that it must be exercised consistently and fairly, avoiding 
all signs of arbitrary or vindictive use of power. As a result, any teacher 
who places too great an emphasis on strength at the expense of fairness 
and humour is likely to end up being rejected by pupils as someone who is 
haughty, high-handed or arbitrary (cf. Marsh et al., 1978). 

These additional constraints can pose particular problems for the use of 
domination strategies. It is not simply that teachers need to be conscious 
of exercising domination in a fair way and without excluding any 
semblance of humour from the classroom. These are problems enough, 
but, because domination strategies tend to rely on a class-orientation with 
all the pupils being involved in the same event, the teacher faces the 
further problem that whatever action is taken is exposed to all the pupils 
in the class. Strategies which rely on the teacher being the focal point of 
attention make the decisions of the teacher completely public. As Bossert 
(1979) argues, this puts considerable pressure on teachers to be 
meticulously impartial in their dealings with the pupils - more than in the 
case of group-work or project work where teachers abscond from the 
limelight and work at a far more private level. Here, teachers are more free 
to adjust their reactions to the particular circumstances of the group or the 
individual and can concentrate on criteria of relevance to the needs of the 
individuals rather than on criteria of fairness to the whole class. However, 
because domination strategies generally depend on a class-orientation, 
issues of consistency and fairness take on added significance and are vital 
to the success of the strategy and, although domination strategies appease 
the pupil demands for a structured lesson in a classroom controlled by a 
strong teacher, the exercise of that domination needs to be scrupulously 
fair and compassionate if it is to be considered legitimate by pupils. 

Teachers, therefore, find themselves constrained in a number of ways in 
their use of domination strategies. It is not just that their exercise of 
dominance needs to be coupled with fairness and a sense of humour but, 
as we have seen, domination strategies also carry with them the hazardous 
potential to institutionalize and exacerbate confrontational tactics in class. 
Pupils can turn this to their advantage and, adopting much the same 
rationale as that used by the teachers, they can undermine the teachers’ 
Prospects of getting control by refusing to acknowledge the teachers’ 
authority, by taking on the teachers at the machismo game. Coupled with 
this, of course, there are the social, legal and professional limits on the 
extent to which teachers can resort to force and, clearly, teachers are not 
often in a position to depend exclusively on the more crude forms of 
domination. Although they can generally strive to dominate by 
resocializing their pupils or by controlling interaction and communi- 
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cations in class, they have been obliged, for practical purposes, to look for 
alternative strategies which facilitate classroom control yet which do not 
necessarily depend for their success on a combination of fear and pupil 
reverence for the institutional authority of the teacher. 


Co-optation strategies 


Attempts to entice pupils into becoming Personally committed to the 
order and structure of classroom Proceedings can be attributed in large 
Part to teachers’ disenchantment with strategies of dominance. Particu- 
larly at the secondary school level there has been an erosion of pupils’ 
willingness and teachers’ ability to rely on pure domination and, as Swift 
has observed about the effect of this trend in the United States, 


faced with problems of retenti 
traditional methods of mainta; 
necessary. Instead of 
sought the pupils’ wil 


on and control and unable to use 
ining order, new procedures were 
using force and coercion the public schools now 
lling participation. 


(Swift, 1971, p. 49) 
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bringing the oppositional forces under the auspices of the established 
framework — using it rather than fighting it. 

Coleman's (1961) recommendation on the basis of his research in the 
United States provides a good illustration of how this might work in 
practice. He argued that pupil expectations constitute an oppositional 
force in schools because pupils no longer look to adults - teachers or 
parents - for approval and self-esteem. Instead, they strive for status in the 
eyes of other pupils. This status, Coleman points out, results primarily 
from success in sporting competition (boys) or the ability to date a 
sporting 'super-star' (girls) rather than academic abilities. Indeed, the 
quest for status through sporting prowess and the orientation to peers not 
adults are identified by Coleman as distictive features of an 'adolescent 
culture’ - a culture of pupils which transcends social class, neighbourhood 
and school. This culture, of course, poses considerable problems for 
teachers who find that pupils no longer regard academic success or respect 
in the eyes of teachers as vital motivating factors. It undermines deference 
to their authority and the desire of pupils to excel in school work. His 
answer, however, is not to suppress the pupil culture but to harness 
essential features of the culture to the development of academic work. 
Through 'inter-scholastic competition’ between groups of pupils, 
Coleman recommends that the elements of competitiveness and status- 
amongst-peers can be incorporated into the organization of academic 
work and thus used to reconcile the disparity between pupil culture and 
the need to develop academic abilities. 


Pupil paxticipation 

An alternative method of incorporating, and thus neutralizing, opposition 
is to promote a high level of participation by pupils in the policies of the 
school. By getting pupils to participate in an active way there is possibly 
more chance of them becoming involved in, and committed to, the other 
of things which they had a hand in creating. This is one facet, indeed, of 
school councils with elected pupil representatives which meet to discuss and 
make recommendations on the running of the school. On the surface 
these councils would appear to move some way towards democratizing the 
Organization and to offer a safety valve, human relations exercise and 
Source of experience about political decision-making all in one go. But 
they also appear to invite pupils to involve themselves in the regime rather 
than stand outside in opposition to the established order. Like other co- 
Optation strategies the democratization tends to be illusory and is geared 
Primarily to securing a certain commitment on the part of pupils to the 
existing social order. It is essentially a facade simply because the 
Participation constitutes a strategy for teachers to legitimize and 
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institutionalize their control and effectively neutralize expressions of 
grievance by pupils. As Hunter puts the point, 


the rhetoric of participation is frequently used in schools to encourage 
pupils to be involved in the process of their 'social development' and 
for teachers to enlarge their traditional pedagogical sphere of influence. 
At the implementational level, however ... the concept is being used as 
a legitimating strategy for forms of social control. 


(Hunter, 1980, p. 213) 


Reasoning 


the strategy, "Reasoning includ 
pupil’s behaviour may have fo; 
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reasoning as a counter-strategy to control. ‘Some teachers’, he writes, ‘are 
too easily trapped into the "reasons game" by pupils whose objective is to 
argue their way out of trouble if given the opportunity. This exercise can 
waste a good deal of time and slow down the pace of a lesson' (ibid, p. 
105). That, of course, might be exactly what the pupil(s) intended. 
Though the teacher probably aims to initiate a reasonable discussion with 
the intention of persuading the pupil(s) that the teacher's commands are 
in the pupil's own interests and quite justifiable, the pupil(s) can latch on 
to this new found opportunity and use it to waste time. They can turn the 
teacher strategy for control back on to the teacher and use it, ironically, as 
a means for controlling the teacher. 


Motivating the unmotivated 

In practice, teachers rarely, if ever, rely exclusively on the existence ofa 
formal participation machinery or on straightforward reasoning with 
Pupils as ways of co-opting pupils into participating in classroom matters. 
More important from their point of view is a co-optation strategy that 
tries instead to foster pupil participation by arranging lessons in such a 
way that the lessons literally ‘capture’ the pupils’ interests. In so doing, the 
teacher can hope to involve those pupils who might otherwise find 
themselves disenchanted, bored and distanced from the work and thus 
Motivate them to feel some enthusiasm for proceedings in class. 

As a co-optation strategy, this depends in essence on ‘motivating the 
unmotivated’. It is not concerned so much with those pupils who are 
‘achievement oriented’ and who would be prepared to apply themselves 
to lesson work irrespective of whether the content happened to be 
immediately appealing, but to those pupils who are ‘unmotivated to 
suffer present boredom as the price for some future qualification. It is 
these latter kind of pupils who pose the problem for teachers because it is 
those who, for whatever reason, are unmotivated to do the work who are 
most likely to cause problems for the teacher and most likely to 
misbehave in class. It is they who tend to be rebellious and challenge the 
authority of the teacher and it is they who consequently tend to become 
control problems in the classroom. This is why methods for getting these 
Pupils motivated are considered by teachers to be so important. 

The task of motivating the unmotivated, of course, assumes added 
Significance for teaching where large proportions of the pupil population 
are regarded as unmotivated. Particularly in schools like Ashton and 
Beechgrove with a ‘low achievement orientation’ - where pupil 
aspirations and teacher expectations complement each other to generate a 
mutually held, limited academic orientation - the task tends to become a 
tather prevalent feature of the routine work of teachers. Under such 
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circumstances, the teachers feel there is extra pressure on them to make 
the work relevant and interesting because, if the Pupils see the work as 
relevant to their lives and if they consequently regard it as interesting, 
there is more chance of being able to integrate the pupils’ own aims and 
ambitions within the structure of the lesson. As a social studies teacher at 


Ashton indicated, this could Prove to be the cornerstone of successful 
teaching: 


These kids need real things, you know 


; not the needs we are telling them 
to ... or that the system 


generally is telling them to want. So I find - I 
sound a bit arrogant about this - but I think my teaching is very 


successful in this way ... because Luse what's relevant for these kids and 
get them interested that way. 


Such relevance is not easily attainable in every subject. Motivating such 11 
year olds to learn Frenc 


h, for instance, can pose particular problems 
because 
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use of French. You know, with Spanish ... the reason I teach it really is 
that... er... lots of working-class kids now go on package holidays and 
they at least, you know ... they do go to Spain. They at least get the 
chance of communicating even if it's with the people in shops and 
waiters - and they don’t get conned so easily if they can speak a bit of 
Spanish and they get quite a kick out of speaking a few words of the 
language. But with French ... um ... going to France on holidays is a 
very bourgeois pastime really. 


The nature of the problem facing teachers, however, is not simply 
that pupils who are unmotivated are less inclined to learn the subject. 
Although this is certainly a part of the teachers’ concern, their anxiety is 
sparked off equally by their fear that where pupils remain unmotivated they 
bose a threat to classroom control. A social studies teacher at Ashton was 
quite explicit about the association which existed between interest and 
control when saying 


I think interest does play quite a role in enabling you to keep control, in 
the same sense that ... in the sense that the kids who are interested in the 
subject will not play up as much as those who aren’t interested. ... It’s 
the kids who are just blatantly not interested - I mean, you can see that 
they're not interested — who are creating the problem. 


Evidently, then, where teachers managed to motivate the unmotivated by 
making the work relevant and interesting, they could hope to obviate 
disruptive behaviour by keeping potentially disruptive pupils (specifically 
those with a low achievement motivation) interested and involved with 
the classwork. These pupils will be less likely to challenge the teacher's 
authority or disturb the flow of the lesson because there is less chance of 
their being bored by the lesson and, vital to the success of the strategy, 
there is an increased tolerance on the partof these pupils which stems from 
their interest in the subject. It is this tolerance which makes the teacher's 
task of controlling the class slightly less arduous. 1 A 

his is a point taken up by Spender (1982) who, along with writers 
Such as Clarricoates (1978) and Stanworth (1983) argues that: 


In today's classrooms, the point of view of students is often taken into 
account - in some areas - far more than is generally acknowledged and it 
makes common sense to many teachers to enlist the co-operation of 
their students. 

But many males will only co-operate when it is th 
taken into account. This means that teachers are 
introduce either the forms of discussion or materia 


eir interests that are 
not always free to 
ls they would like. 
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Rather than catering for the class as a whole, in mixed-sex classrooms 
they may find that they are being manipulated by a group of boys who 
will engage in uncooperative and disruptive behaviour if they do not get 
the material they find interesting. 


(Spender, 1982, p. 57) 


The result is that the strategy of co-operation has an inbuilt tendency to 
focus on boys’ interests rather than girls’ - implicitly denigrating the value 


of the girls’ interests and their Potential contribution to the lesson. This 
may not be an intentional 


have already argued 
establishing control b 
reinforce patterns of sex inequalit 

Co-optation Strategies can also inv. 


vrse, Open to doubt but the potential of 
isruptiveness is perhaps a key attraction 


Such involveme: 


nt to entice less d 
from the teach 


ers’ point of view 


Friendliness 
Harnessing Pupil interests to facilitate classroom control can also be 
accomplished through the strat 


a prominent s 


i urvival strate; 
relations with 


gy [for teachers] is to work for good 
the pupils, 


3 : ict, 
thus mellowing the inherent conflic 
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increasing the pupils’ sense of obligation, and reducing their desire to 


cause trouble. 
(Woods, 1977, p. 281) 


Friendliness, in this sense, is not simply the unplanned and fortuitous 
product of personal relationships between teacher and pupils but is to 
some extent engineered by staff as a deliberate method of coping with 
events in the classroom. 

There are two facets to this friendliness strategy. First, there is what 
Woods (1977, 1979) has termed ‘cultural identification’. This relies on 
the possibility of establishing a sympathetic rapport between staff and 
pupils through emphasizing the shared aspects of their respective 
lifestyles. This, of course, will be a strategy particularly useful to young 
teachers who can hope to draw on areas of common interest with pupils 
but it is available also where the content of the lessons per se lends itself to 
the discussion of areas of mutual interest. Humanities, social studies, 
liberal studies and general studies teachers are at an obvious advantage in 
this respect, but this does not preclude the possibility of teachers in other 
subjects dealing with topics ina way which utilizes interests shared by both 
parties. Teachers can use the opportunity afforded by these shared 
interests to present themselves as ‘real people’ with personal identities, 
and as members of the same community and neighbourhood, supporting 
the same football team, having similar tastes in music, films, clothes, and 
So on. Cultural identification, in effect, allows a point of contact and 
communication between teacher and pupils which can be fabricated as a 
Tesource upon which teachers can draw in their efforts to control the class. 

This resource is used and refurbished in association with the second 
Significant facet of the friendliness strategy - that of humour (Woods, 
1983). Asa social control mechanism, the use of humour is well known to 
teachers, with sarcasm and irony being well-established features of teacher 
talk in the conventional classroom. Pupils can be ‘punished’ and brought 
into line by the cruel wit of the teacher and can be embarrassed into 
acquiescence with the teacher’s version of the classroom situation 
(Woods, 1975). Sarcasm or the use of embarrassment provide teachers 
with a strategy which aids classroom control but, because the humour 
tends to be at the expense of one or more of the pupils, it is ill-suited to the 
Strategy of friendliness. It is something of a one-sided humour which 

lemonstrates and recreates the institutional divide between teacher and 
Pupil in the classroom. It is a humour whose poignancy for authority 
relations in the classroom is unlikely to escape the attention of those who 
are the ‘butt’ of the joke. Humour, however, can also be used to generate 
what Walker et al. (1973) refer to as an atmosphere of ‘fun and 
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i 1976; Walker 
i Stebbins, 1980; Walker and Adelman, ds 
irpo eed Hs ‘Walker et al., 1973). Teachers in the humanities 


illustration of the use of this strategy 
dedicated to fostering an atmosphere 
the classroom. It was evident that the 
d to this atmosphere, regarding the 
ed and friendly, and feeling that their 
more cordial than in other lessons. On 


The teachers are better than at my 
friendly and don’t shout so much. 


In humanities t 
like adults and 


last school because they try to be 
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hey are easier than in other lessons. They treat you m 
you can reason with them. 
a : i an 

You can chat with the teachers and they are easier to getalong with th 

in other lessons, 


Table 4.1 Pupil attitudes to the open classroom: Cedars — 
26 26 
More relaxed 53-8 27:7 Less relaxed 
More friendly 65-6 87 Less friendly 
Ore easy to 
concentrate 1:3 65-5 Less easy to concentrate 
Advantage 61- 88 Disadvantage 
Better relations with 
teachers 371 17:7 Worse relations with teachers 
Prefer teams 36:9 5033 Prefer individuals 
Prefer open-plan 385 421 Prefer closed classrooms 


: t o 
unplanned and fortuitous p 
to some extent, conscio! 
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engineered by staff. Friendly relationships were encouraged, sought after 
and, as a humanities teacher at Cedars indicated, even pursued relentlessly 
in lessons. 


Friendly? Oh yes, I’m remorselessly friendly, 
I'm friendly till it hurts. 


Such calculated friendliness, as A. Hargreaves (1976) argues, need not 
signify the abdication of control - it merely shrouds its more obvious 
manifestations. Although appearing to emphasize personal relationships 
and negotiation about the conduct of lessons and fostering the impression 
of collaboration rather than dominance, the strategy of friendliness rests 
squarely on institutional disparities of power between staff and pupils. Its 
Presence in the classroom is basically at the discretion of teachers and it is 
their option to facilitate friendliness - not the pupils’. Humanities lessons, 
of course, were particularly well-suited to this because, in accord with the 
tenor of the open classroom, the strategy provided teachers with a means 
of control which had no recourse to heavy-handed or authoritarian 
relationships between teacher and pupils. The nature of the humanities 
lessons, in fact, encouraged teachers to use strategies like friendliness, 
cultural identification, humour, flirting and indulgence because all of 
these provided teachers with a means for gaining the co-operation of 
Pupils while at the same time appearing to go along with the idea of pupil 
self-determination. The context, after all, effectively precluded the use of 
omination strategies by teachers because these always rely on an overt 
expression of status differences between teachers and pupils and depend 
for their success ona recognition of power differentials in school. But, like 
most teacher strategies, the effectiveness of friendliness was limited by its 
Potential to be employed by pupils as a method of asserting their influence 
On the situation. Pupils, ever adept at recognizing and coping with the 
hidden curriculum of the classroom, could exploit the teacher strategies 
and use them to gain some influence over the conduct and progress of 
classroom events. It was particularly interesting to observe how pupils in 
umanities lessons at Cedars used countering techniques to avert 
threatening situations and divert the teacher’s focus of attention. 


Teacher: Robin, you owe me some work. You still haven’t handed in the 
: last unit. 
pek Well, I had to go out last night ... 
ao That's no excuse ... ' 
upil: No, well ... it was football ... City, you know. 
Teacher: That’s hardly the point ... 
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Pupil: Have you seen them recently? They're coming on quite good 
now. You know ... they've got a lot of young lads in the side... 
good they are. 

Teacher: Yes, I hear the average age of the team is twenty or so. 

Pupil: Makes you too old, doesn't it ... 

Teacher: Cheek. I’ve got a few years left in me yet. 

Pupil: Why, where do you play? Must be goalkeeper at your age. 

Teacher: Well, actually, if you must know ... 


Such counter-strategies were useful for pupils not only in avoiding 
awkward moments. They could also be used to provide a 'legitimate' 
respite from the rigours of work. Where pupils could conjure up a 
humorous interlude, either in small groups or in the larger units, pupils 
could generate for themselves a situation in class where there was no onus 
on them to be working. Creating a joke, therefore, provided pupils with a 
means for negotiating their involvement in work. This again was well 
illustrated in the humanities lessons at Cedars when staff talked to 
individual pupils about their work. The interaction rarely attracted the 
attention of others in the classroom but, if the interaction produced some 
humour or laughter, those pupils nearby tended to get themselves 
involved. The numbers of those involved seemed to grow quite rapidly 
and, what often started as a private joke, had a tendency to increase in 
scope very quickly if laughter was heard. It might be argued that this 
snowballing effect was a response to the interruption suffered by the other 
pupils, but in the humanities lessons there appeared to be a desire to 
become actively associated with the humour. Additional quips would be 
offered from those outside the original group and the 'ripple effect 
sometimes caused the teacher to intervene to restore some sense O 
decorum. 

Quite apart from the issue of pupils’ having their concentration broken, 
and quite apart from the pupils’ genuine like of humour, the rapid spread 
of a humorous interlude in the classroom seemed to owe something to 2 
pupil strategy for negotiating a legitimate pause from work and acceptable 
reason for breaking up the smooth flow of the lesson. The humour, !" 
other words, was being used by pupils as a means for influencing the 
progress and conduct of the lesson. h 

This use of humour, it is worth noting, needs to be judicious. Pupils 
need to avoid using humour as a direct challenge to the authority © 
teachers. Humour in the classroom which is at the expense of the teacher 
challenges the institutional authority relations and poses a threat to the 
teacher’s control of the setting. Where pupils exclude teachers from 
participation in the humour and/or treat teachers as the object 9 
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humour, it is likely to be interpreted as a direct challenge to the teacher's 
authority and an overt expression of the social gulf between teachers and 
pupils in classrooms more suited to the confrontation of domination 
strategies. Humour in the open classroom cannot afford to be of such a 
variety. It cannot be at the expense of either party because it would 
necessarily expose the divide and militate against the collaborative veneer 
of the co-optation strategy. Rather, the kind of humour needs to be that 
which reinforces friendliness and thus needs to be of a kind which is 
mutually conceived and in which neither party consistently ‘suffers’ the 
humour. 


Classwork management strategies 


Classwork management strategies provide a third, broad kind of control 
strategy available to teachers. This kind of strategy works on the principle 
that features of classwork such as the size of the workgroup, the variety of 
the tasks being tackled by the class and the degree of pupil choice over the 
content and schedule of work, are of particular importance because they 
affect teacher-pupil relationships in class. As Bossert (1979) has argued 
on the basis of his research, 'the structure of task activities - a classroom's 
organization of instruction - creates the context in which teacher and 
pupils interact and social relationships form’ (p.12), and it is this property 
of classwork - its power to influence the social climate in class - which 
teachers can use as a means for achieving classroom control. 
In a way, strategies of this kind have quite a lot in common with 
domination strategies. Both go along with Marland's (1975) belief that 
‘the central point is obvious: everything depends on good order. Without 
it every lesson will be a battle’. Also they share a dependence on using a 
tight-knit structure and order to events in class as the means for 
preventing threats against the teacher's control. Where they differ, 
however, is the way they impose that structure and order to events. As 
Marland goes on to point out, there are methods for getting good order in 
the classroom which do not rely on the thinly veiled force used by 
domination strategies but which rely instead on the organization of work 
during lessons. Rather than bludgeon the pupils into the required pattern, 
the teacher can just as well use shrewd management of the classwork to 
achieve the same ends. And this - the shrewd management of classwork = 
is precisely the thing which makes classwork management strategies a 
distinctive approach to establishing and maintaining control in the 
classroom. Teachers have at their disposal some degree of control over the 
content and schedule of work done during lessons and this can be translated toa 
greater or lesser extent into a broader control over the conduct and discipline of 


pupils. 
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Group management techniques 

Faced with thirty or so pupils, each with a unique personality and his/her 
own ambitions, one of the major problems for a teacher is how to keep 
some sense of unity and direction to lessons. One answer, in tune with 
domination strategies, is to invoke teacher authority to douse the 
individual exploits of pupils but this cohesion in class, according to people 
like Kounin (1970), can be equally well achieved by careful attention to 
the way classwork is organized and presented by the teacher. 

Initially Kounin had set out to study the impact of different commands 
used by teachers to stop pupils engaging in disruptive behaviour. On the 
assumption that some ‘desists’ would prove to be universally more 
effective than others, he observed a variety of teaching situations and the 
teachers’ methods for controlling the behaviour of their pupils. The only 
kind of desist which he found to have any consistent effect, however, was 
‘anger and punitiveness'. Other reprimands failed to have any uniform or 
guaranteed impact - far too much depending on variations in the context 
and on the particular individuals involved. But what Kounin’s research 
did reveal was that teachers who achieved good control and discipline in 
class tended to use specific group management techniques and he was le 
to the conclusion that ‘there are different dimensions of grouP 
management that far outweigh disciplinary techniques in their power to 
influence the behaviour of children in classrooms’. Indeed, what emerges 
so clearly from his work is the fact that, across a variety of teachers and in a 
variety of contexts, the ability to achieve classroom control depends on 
group management rather than the quality or quantity of ‘desists’ issued 
by the teacher and that teachers who concentrate on group management 
techniques will be at an advantage in their efforts to control the classroom. 

Efforts to control through group management, as Kounin goes on to 
point out, are closely tied in with the way teachers organize the work in 
their lessons. He suggests that lessons which support teacher control are 
those where the teacher takes into account the need for: 


(1) Variety A variety of content, seating arrangements, props, and so 
on aids classroom discipline, particularly if pupils are doing 
'seatwork'. 

(2) Progress Over-dwelling on a topic, or the teacher talking t0O 
much, slows down the lesson and is a source of frustration for 
pupils. Where teachers keep things rolling and make it clear that 
work is moving on, on the other hand, pupils have a ‘sense © 
progress' and are less inclined to become engaged in deviant 
behaviour. They are less likely to be bored. 

(3) Group focus Particularly when engaged in a chalk-and-talk 
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approach, teachers who maintain a group focus and keep the 
whole class involved are better able to keep control. Where 
teachers concentrate on one or a few pupils, the others become 
restive. Teachers need to avoid group-fragmentation. 

(4) Smoothness and momentum A key to good discipline is the extent to 
which teachers avoid a jerky presentation and structure to the 
lesson. Teachers need to provide a smooth and orderly 
movement through the different phases of the lesson so that 
pupils know clearly what stage they are at. 'Dangles', where 
teachers leave things unfinished and in mid-air, and ‘flip-flops’, 
where teachers return to a previous phase of the lesson, give a 
jerkiness to the lesson which inhibits good control. 

(5)  Withitness and overlapping ‘Withitness’ refers to an apparent 
ability to see everywhere in the classroom end involves teachers 
demonstrating that they have 'eyes in the back of their heads'. 
'Overlapping' is the ability to deal with two or more issues 
simultaneously. Together, withitness and overlapping are 
features of teachers’ classroom activity which demonstrate to the 
pupils that the teacher is in command of the situation. For 
instance, knowing who is committing a deviant act, even with 
back turned to the class, demonstrates withitness and, if 
instructions are given to the pupils at the same time as the teacher 
is doing something else, like writing on the board, there is a 
degree of overlapping. As Kounin emphasizes, it is essential that 
the teacher is seen to be in complete command of the instant. 


These points are also noted by Smith and Geoffrey (1968). Their research 

Taws attention to the particularly complex social situation facing the 
teacher in the classroom, one which frequently demands instantaneous 

ecisions on unpredictable events, and suggests that coping with the 
urgency and complexity of the classroom situation is a vital part of 
teachers’ work. While this urgency and complexity cannot be entirely 
eliminated, they argue, life can be made easier for the teacher by careful 
Structuring of the classwork (providing ‘continuity’ to events, ‘sequential 
smoothness’ and appropriate ‘pacing’ of the work), and demonstrating a 
Certain withitness through the capable ‘handling of multiple simultaneous 
facets of the classroom system’ and by letting pupils know that they know 
what is going on. 


In sum, what the detailed empirical observations of Kounin and Smith 
and Geoffrey highlight is that, in their quest for control, teachers are well 
advised to pay attention right from the start to giving a structure to the 
classwork. As a humanities teacher at Cedars put the point, 
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You've got to structure the work. If you know where you're going, 
they'll know where they are going ... it's really as simple as that. You 
have to have a plan of what you want to do ... | mean, in your head ... 
and be clear about how far you've got and what's to be done. 


It would also appear that any such structure must be visible to the pupils 
and that teachers should equally be aware of the need to foster the 
appearance of complete command. Withitness and dealing with simulta- 
neous classroom events demonstrates to the pupils that the teacher is in 
control while, on the other hand, dangles and flip-flops and a lack of 
smooth progress serve to demonstrate that the teacher does not have a 
clear grasp of what is going on or where the lesson is moving towards. Here, 
the words of a history teacher at Ashton illustrate the point: 


Ireckon the key to controlling a class is to let the kids see that you're in 
command ... I don't mean authority-wise, but in .. . in the sense that you 


know what's happening and you're in charge of what's going on. 
Your're wise to what's going on. 


Finally, group management techniques need to retain a group focus. The 
teacher needs to devote considerable attention to keeping the class as a 
unified ‘cohort’ and, as Payne and Hustler (1980) show, a good deal of 
teacher talk is, in fact, given over to this purpose. Much of their 


directing, urging and reprimanding miscreant individuals may be seen aS 
analogous to a shepherd moving a flock or herd along from one place to 
another. The concern is to have them all moved along. Those following 
behind or getting out of line are attended to in terms of how their 
activities relate to the scheduled activity for the collectivity. 


(Payne and Hustler, 1980, p.64) 


Those whose attention wanders or who get out of step with the work pose 
a problem of course, because they are, wittingly or otherwise, evading the 
means for control being used by the teacher. The use of this strategy really 
depends, therefore, on the ability of the teacher to keep the structure o 

the lesson as the main guiding influence on the behaviour of all the pupils, 


all of the time. Or, to put itanother way, classwork management strategies 


largely depend on ‘keeping ‘em busy’. 


Keeping ‘em busy 
One of the interestin, 


g features of classwork management strategies, as WE 
have already noted, i 


s that the rigours imposed in the name of classwork 
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are not valued solely for their own sake but are valued as well for their 
impact on the social relations in class. So, although one of the main aims 
of imposing a tight-knit structure and order to the lesson is to ensure that 
pupils are kept busily occupied with classwork this is not the end of the 
Story. À concern with 'keeping 'em busy' does not simply reflect the 
Protestant ethic that ‘laziness is the enemy of the soul’. There are far more 
immediate and practical reasons for wishing to keep pupils busy - reasons 
which revolve around the classroom survival of the teacher rather than the 
spiritual salvation of the pupils. Busyness is not valued in itself so much as 
valued for what it does to help the teacher cope with life in classrooms and, 
as far as teachers are concerned, the most pressing and urgent reason for 
needing to keep pupils busy is the fact that it is those pupils who are not 
busily engaged in classwork who are seen as potential hazards for 
classroom control. By ‘keeping ‘em busy’ teachers can help keep the 
pupils’ minds off mischief. 

But what steps must be taken to make sure that all pupils are kept fully 
Occupied? First, the teacher must pitch the work at the right level for the 
pupils and, second, the work must progress at an appropriate pace. These, 
in effect, are the essentials for keeping all pupils busy because if lessons are 
pitched at the wrong level for the class, or if the pace of the work expected 
in class is too fast or too slow, the likelihood is that some pupils will lose 
interest and dissociate themselves from the classwork. They will end up 
being unoccupied because the pitch and pace of work is not sufficiently 
challenging or perhaps because the expectations are too demanding. 

Teachers are generally aware of the point. In most of their deliberations 
on the best approach to their classwork it is easy to see their conscious 
efforts to fit the demands of classwork to the ability of the pupils and to 
ensure that all pupils are kept involved in the classwork for the duration of 
the lesson. But circumstances sometimes arise which make it difficult for 
teachers to do this. Things quite outside their immediate control can 
Create situations where they feel unable to pitch and pace the work 
Properly and such situations, not surprisingly in view of what we have 
said, cause a great deal of consternation. 


Mixed-ability grouping and control ; 

The degree of sensitivity shown by teachers to such ‘external threats 
against their efforts to keep pupils busy can be seen very clearly in their 
reactions to mixed-ability grouping. Mixed-ability grouping, as a feature 
of classrooms, is almost inevitably a product of policy and organizational 
decisions made at a school level. It is to this extent imposed on the 
classroom teacher whether or not he/she happens to support the idea and 
itis, therefore, a circumstance of the classroom over which the individual 
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has little control. There are, of course, as we noted in Chapter 3, anumber 
of features of the classroom over which the teacher has little control but 
the point about mixed-ability grouping is that, not only is it externally 
imposed, but also it has particular significance for the way in which 
teachers approach their classwork. Because mixed-ability grouping brings 
together in one class pupils for whom the pitch and pace of work needs to 
differ widely, it militates against the use of a ‘class orientation’ in which 
the pitch and pace of the work is governed by some expectations about the 
average performance of the pupils. It operates, instead, in favour of using 
either a ‘group or individualized orientation’ where the pitch and pace of 
the work is geared to the ability of specific pupils within the class and 
where busyness is linked to the ambitions and targets of distinct pupils 
rather than lesson-scheduled norms for the class (Cohen and Manion, 
1981; Kelly, 1974). The group or individualized orientation allows the 
pitch and pace of the work, at least in theory, to be automatically adjusted 
to suit the individual pupil and consequently to overcome the likelihood 
of boredom, or frustration arising from the nature of the work. 

A class orientation, on the other hand, would appear less well suited to 
mixed-ability grouping. By aiming the work at the class as a whole it would 
seem to exacerbate the chances of some pupils finding the work too easy 
and others finding it too difficult and it is the potential threat to classroom 
control that accompanies this situation which, in fact, lies at the heart of 
many teachers' anxieties about mixed-ability grouping. For teachers who 
feel that they cannot, or do not wish to, adopt a group/individualized 
orientation to classwork but nonetheless, have to deal with such classes, 
mixed-ability grouping poses a major problem ... a problem not only in 
terms of pupils covering the syllabus material but also, and more 
pertinently in the context of the present discussion, because it constitutes 
a threat to classroom control. 

At first glance, the idea that mixed-ability grouping might pose a threat 
to classroom control would seem rather ironic since it has been suggested 
on many occasions that one of the particular advantages of mixed-ability 
grouping is that it actually aids classroom control. Because it prevents a 
situation where those pupils least receptive to teacher authority get 
lumped together, mixed-ability grouping, it is argued, stops pockets of 
resistance from forming by splitting-up the troublemakers, more or less 
isolating them amongst the other pupils and reducing the likelihood of 
any ‘appreciative audience’ for their deviant acts (Kelly, 1974: Robertson, 
1981). Recent evidence, indeed, suggests that this is one of the major 
incentives for teachers to adopt mixed-ability grouping (Ball, 1981; Reid 
et al., 1981). This is not the whole Picture, however, and despite the way 
mixed-ability grouping diffuses control problems, not all teachers are 


Classroom Strategies 127 


persuaded of its benefits. At Ashton and Beechgrove, for instance, the 
teachers of maths and French generally argued against the adoption of 
mixed-ability grouping and, just as Ball (1981) found in his research at 
Beachside, teachers in these departments actively opposed the introduc- 
tion of mixed-ability grouping, actually managing to retain ‘setting’ even 
though general school policy had shifted against such practices. For these 
teachers, mixed-ability grouping appeared to pose special problems. 
Cynically, it might be argued that their special problem was nothing other 
than the fact that mixed-ability grouping meant they had to deal with 
pupils who would not otherwise have been in their lessons. After all, the 
concentration of difficult pupils may well pose a problem for the teacher 
who takes the class but, by the same token, it is a positive boon for those 
who have the difficult pupils taken out of their classes. This, however, 
would not explain the situation of maths, where, certainly at Ashton and 
Beechgrove, and probably the vast majority of secondary schools, all 
pupils took the subject. What was special about these subjects was not 
just that they had hitherto avoided the problems of social dynamics 
associated with ‘bottom sets’ but that, according to the staff involved, 
mixed-ability grouping had a distinct disadvantage for them because of the 
Particular way they needed to organize their classwork. Mixed-ability 
grouping, they acknowledged, depended heavily on individualized modes 
of classwork in which the pupils were allowed to work at their own pace 
and to the extents of their own ability but this, they argued, was not always 
compatible with the nature of the subject that was to be taught. In the case 
of French and maths the subject demanded an ‘incrementalist’ approach 
that could not be reconciled with mixed-ability grouping. As a French 
teacher at Beechgrove made the point: 


With lots of subjects you can have kids working at different speeds, at 
their own pace, and within their own particular field of interest within 
the subject. Ina language course, it’s so carefully structured, even if it’s 
non-grammatical ... quotes ‘non-grammatical’ ... it is. You know, the 
grammar's introduced gradually without calling it grammar, and they 
have to build on what's gone on before and so on ... a continuous 
Process. And they all have to work on the same thing all the time. 
ere's just no way you can ... no way that I can see in the present 
courses where kids can sort of do otherwise. 
The Subject, in other words, demanded a class-orientation and class- 
Progression and, so far as these teachers were concerned, this precluded 
the Possibility of allowing pupils to develop at a variety of different paces. 
is was the crux of the problem facing these teachers because, as a maths 
teacher at Ashton explained. 
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With non-streamed classes it’s more difficult I think to set a sort of 
pace, a pace at which you get through the work you know, set some sort 
of pace that’s agreeable to everyone. It’s too slow for the brighter ones 
and it’s too fast for the ones who are less intelligent and causes, perhaps, 
boredom in the bright kids. And the slower ones get frustrated because 
they can only half understand something before you move on to a new 
unit of work. 


Bored pupils and frustrated pupils, of course, hardly provide a recipe for 
classroom control. Far from it, according to the teachers at Ashton, 
Beechgrove and Cedars and, indeed, according to the everyday wisdoms 
of teachers, these are the very ingredients that need to be avoided like the 
plague because they lead to idleness — and idleness is premium fuel for 
classroom disruption. 

In view of this, it is not surprising that some teachers were worried 
about the impact of mixed-ability grouping. Sets, streams and banding on 
the other hand, went some way towards limiting the range of abilities in 
class and were attractive, therefore, because they eased the problem o' 
pitching and pacing the classwork in a way that kept all pupils occupie 
during lessons. So significant was this advantage, in fact, that teachers such 
as the head of French at Ashton could regard setting as absolutely vital to 
the successful teaching of the subject. Quite explicitly he argued that 
mixed-ability grouping had worked to the detriment of his subject 
because of the pitching and pacing problem and that, against general 
school policy, he had managed to reintroduce setting for his subject. In 
unapologetic terms he said 


We do our utmost to set them so that the better ones, the most able 
Ones, come together in one set and then the less able in another set an 

the least able in another group. And then the teacher knows what level 
to teach at, you see, and he knows what level to prepare his material for 


He went on to express sentiments shared by many, in fact most, of those 
involved with teaching maths and French at Ashton and Beechgrove when 
he said that, in view of the particular nature of their subject, sets, streams 
or bands were beneficial because they aided appropriate pitching an 

pacing of the work for the class, and, helped the teacher to keep all the 
pupils in class occupied all of the time. We ought to remember, however: 
that the way these teachers justified their use of sets based on ability ws 
not necessarily to argue that there was something inherently better in that 
kind of arrangement for grouping pupils but to point to certain factors 
over which they personally had no control and which subsequently le 
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them to favour setting’. It was, as they pointed out, in the particular 
circumstances of their lessons that mixed-ability grouping did not work - 
specifically the incrementalist nature of the subject. 

The logic of the subject was not the only factor presented by teachers as 
beyond their control and as creating conditions that led them to be 
anxious about the adoption of mixed-ability grouping. External 
examinations were also cited in this respect. When teachers were faced 
with the task of putting over a preordanied body of knowledge, the kind 
of syllabus requirement typical of most GCE and CSE mode 1 
examinations, they felt that the onus was on them to lead the classwork, to 
direct it and schedule its progress, so that the pupils were adequately 
Prepared by the time of the examination. Under these circumstances they 
felt there was little leeway to allow pupils to explore areas of particular 
interest to themselves or to permit pupils to develop to a pitch, and at a 
Pace, suited to themselves as individuals. The teachers’ duty was to 
prepare the class for the examination and this, inevitably, involved a fair 
degree of class organization. So, as the head of history at Beechgrove 
argued, while mixed-ability grouping might work at stages before external 
examinations came on the horizon, when the teacher needed to instil 
ie syllabus-linked knowledge, it no longer served the purpose. As 
She said, 


If you're not faced with the specific aim of getting over the information 
then you can try to construct a lesson which will be interesting for all of 
them and which the bright ones can go into at a greater level. It depends on 
what your aim is in your lesson; whether information and facts are the 
things you want to get across or if you’re just trying to instil some sort of 
attitude towards the subject. But, if you’ve got exams to work for, then 
mixed-ability really does cause a problem. You’ve somehow got to get 
all the facts across to all of them. 


As a result of all this, it is obviously wrong to suggest that mixed-ability 
grouping acts as an aid to classroom control without taking into account 
the particular nature of the lessons involved. Although mixed-ability 
grouping spreads the burden of difficult pupils, at the same time it creates 
new problems for these teachers who feel unwilling or unable to adopt 
individualized learning approaches. 


The negotiation and control of classwork } 

€ idea that classwork can be organized with a view to bolstering 
classroom control is based on the assumption that the teacher is in a 
Position to influence and direct the work of the class. Particularly in the 
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traditional classroom this would seem to be a reasonable assumption 
because here it is generally taken as axiomatic that the content and 
schedule of work is to be dictated by the teacher. However, where the 
teacher adopts a different role, such as that of the ‘facilitator’ or ‘catalyst’ 
usually associated with more progressive approaches, the position is far 
less clear cut. Where the teacher becomes a facilitator to learning, the 
responsibility for choosing the pace of work, and even the content of the 
work to be covered, is delegated from the teacher to the pupil. Such pupil 
discretion in connection with classwork is characteristic of the whole 
gamut of approaches under the aegis of Progressive education and, at least 
on the surface, it would seem to suggest the classwork management 
strategies might be ruled out of order in the progressive classroom. Under 
these circumstances the teacher would seem to forfeit control over 
classwork by allowing pupils to operate at their own level, at their own 
pace and on a topic which is of interest to them. 

Appearances, however, are often deceptive. There are not many 
situations in which teachers are actually prepared to relinquish their 
control of classwork and, in practice, even where some concessions are 
made to pupil choice over the scheduling, there is usually some concern 
on the part of the teacher to retain broad control of the content of work 
done during lessons. Though pupils might be given some leeway over the 
level at which they work and the pace at which they cover the work, it is 
still the teacher who structures the available choice over the content. More 
than this, in light of recent research by Ball (1980), there is even reason to 
doubt whether teachers are prepared to sacrifice control over the schedule 
of work. In his study of the way teachers used worksheets with mixed- 
ability groups he showed that while worksheets suit the scheme of mixed- 
ability grouping by appearing to allow pupils to work at their own pace 
and at their own level, the element of pupil choice was, in fact, something 
of an illusion. In practice, rather than matching the work to the individual 
the teachers still made the individual adapt to a clearly defined schedule 
(as well as content) of learning established through the worksheet. From 
this point, Ball goes on to make the case that the popularity of worksheets 
in mixed-ability classes is largely because they allow teachers to retain à 
conventional control over schedule and content while having appeared to 
embrace wholeheartedly the principle of individualized work organization. 
Worksheets, in other words, are used as a strategy by teachers for retaining 
control over the pitching and pacing of work despite the adoption O 
mixed-ability groups. 

The use of worksheets for this Purpose, from what we have seen, has 4 
clear explanation. Because management of the classwork is regarded as an 
important strategy for retaining classroom control, teachers are reticent tO 
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allow their orchestration of events to be undermined by a process which 
allows pupils to dictate the scheduling and content of their work. In this 
respect they are helped by the fact that their positional authority as 
‘teacher’ gives them the initiative in granting or withholding the right of 
pupils to choose the schedule and content of classwork for themselves. 
But, as it was argued in Chapters 1 and 2 this official authority cannot 
guarantee that the teacher will be able to impose his/her will on 
Proceedings in class. The harsh reality is that official authority actually 
turns out to be a fairly poor basis for asserting control and this, of course, 
is where classwork management strategies come in. As a source of 
classroom control, whether used in a traditional or a progressive context, 
classwork management strategies have a distinctive character. As a genre, 
they clearly involve an attempt to shift the rationale for classroom control 
away from matters of positional authority vested in the role of the teacher 
to issues connected with the demands of the work and the kind of 
arrangements which are needed in order to accomplish the work. In a 
Weberian sense, the legitimation of teacher authority depends on an 
impersonal kind of technical rationality rooted in the imperatives of work 
organization. Demands for obedience and the acceptance of teacher 
control, as a result, become justified in terms of the kind of classwork to 
be done and the nature of the syllabus to be covered - both of which are 
Presented to pupils as things over which the teacher personally has little 
control. Such a rationale for classroom control, however, depends in the 
first place on whether or not the pupils are willing to be persuaded that 
they should be bothered with classwork at all. Obviously, if pupils decide 
that classwork is irrelevant and refuse to have anything to do with it, there 
is little chance of the teacher being able to use the classwork as a strategy. 
The only hope under these circumstances is to fall back on to domination 
Strategies and trust that the pupils still hold some deference to the 
teacher's official authority, personality, age and, perhaps size. Luckily, as 
Woods (1978b) points out, most pupils can be persuaded that some 
manner of involvement in classwork is necessary even though their 
Commitment can turn out to be rather shallow and sporadic. 

In classes motivated to achieve in academic terms there is, to emphasize 
the obvious, a high level of commitment to classwork, which means that 
Classwork management strategies are likely to play a prominent part in the 
Way teachers strive to control the class. But as we move along the 
continuum towards pupils whose academic motivation is low, then we 

*Bin to encounter situations where a commitment to classwork rather 
than being taken for granted by the teacher, has to be consciously sought 
after and regularly bolstered if the teacher is not going to be forced to 
abandon the whole idea of such strategies. As many commentators have 
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suggested, CSE exams have played an important role in this sense over 
recent years. The CSE exams have given teachers, especially those dealing 
with the lower ability or less well-motivated pupils, an addition to their 
armoury by providing an incentive for pupils to get involved with 
classwork where otherwise there might have been none. Pupils who might 
have seen little chance of exam success and thus opted out of any concern 
with classwork now havea ‘carrot’ dangled before them which, quite apart 
from what it means for their intellectual development, subtly integrates 
them into classroom affairs by placing upon them some obligation to 
conform to the demands of classwork. Such exams, therefore, increase the 
prospects of using classwork management strategies with the lower ability 
and (otherwise) lower-motivated pupils by increasing the chances of 
persuading pupils not to disregard classwork altogether. 

‘Opting-in’ or 'opting-out' of such involvement presents rather a crude 
picture of what actually happens in class. More accurately, pupils spend 
some of their time involved in classwork and some of their time not. It is 
really a question in most instances of the proportion of their time pupils 
are prepared to give over to classwork rather than total involvement OF 
total rejection of classwork. To complicate the issue further, there is also 4 
question about the nature of classwork that pupils are prepared to 
undertake. These are both crucial to the way teachers can use the strategy 
and they remind us that, although classwork management strategies 
depend on some level of involvement in the first place, in practice they 
also depend on negotiations about the proportion of pupils’ time in class 
which is to be devoted to classwork and negotiations about the type © 
work that is to be done under the rubric of 'classwork'. 

The proportion of their time in class which pupils are willing to devote 
to work will depend ona large array of factors. It will depend, for instance; 
on the social background of the school and the particular pupil, the kin 
of lesson and the time of the day and week. Importantly it will also depen 
on the personal relationships established between teacher and pupils in 
class. Personal relationships, unlike the other factors over which teachers 
have little control, depend on the skill and endeavours of the teacher an 
are a source of influence on involvement in classwork that each teacher 
can try to exploit. By establishing suitable rapport with the pupils, the 
teacher can use the relationship as a basis for cajoling, persuading an! 
encouraging the pupils to spend more time at their labours. But, like 5° 
many classroom strategies, it is double-edged. Personal relationships are 
not, in fact, simply a tool for teachers to control pupils because puP! s 
themselves can use involvement in schoolwork as a manipulative device 
As Woods (19782) argues, the amount of work undertaken by pupils ca? 
be used as a lever on the relationships between pupils and teachers; wO" 
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will be done for one teacher where it will not be done for another. On the 
basis of his research at ‘Lowfield’, he concluded that pupils’ attitude to 
classwork 


put the emphasis not on the intrinsic qualities of work, the virtues of 
industry, nor primarily on the personal benefits to be gained. 
Motivation for these pupils was not to come from socialization into a 
work ethic, nor form an appeal to instrumentalism, but... above all, the 
relationships with the teacher. 

(Woods, 1978a, p.174) 


It is not, though, just a matter of quantity. When Woods writes about 
pupil attitudes to classwork it is obvious that the nature of the work is just 
as important as the actual number of minutes of each lesson devoted to it. 
Pupils, he argues, have a clear perception of the differences between hard 
work and an easy time. Recitation and chalk and talk, for instance, are 
hard work, while watching videos and the like are not. 

The distinction between hard work and easy time is fairly easy to 
discern in more traditional teachings situations where there is the 
underlying assumption that hard work (recitation, chalk and talk and so 
on) forms the basis of real learning. In such situations the negotiations 
concern the pupils’ involvement in the hard work element of lessons, 
by definition the less palatable and more arduous features of the learning 
Process. Here, negotiations about the amount of work pupils do, as 
Woods (1977, 1979) has found, can take the form of an exchange in 
which the teacher can trade off a future ‘easy’ session against a current 
commitment to work or to behave well in class. 


Often the commodity the teacher offers in exchange for good order and 
à reprensentation of ‘work’ is escape from relaxation of institutional 
constraint - films, records, visits, outings, breaks, an ‘easy-time’. In the 
Pupils’ reckoning, these are not ‘work’. Nor are they always such in the 


teachers’. 
(Woods, 1979, p.153) 


Towards the more progressive end of the spectrum hard work tends to be 
55 clearly defined because greater emphasis is placed on learning through 
methods pupils have conventionally regarded as ‘easy time’. The result of 
this is à blurring of the distinction between the two kinds of work. This 

lurring does not, however, negate the possibility of pupils negotiating 
about the classwork. At Cedars, for instance the relative openness of the 

Wmanities syllabus provided a strategy for gaining control over the 
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amount of work which was done by facilitating, if not promoting, 
discussion between pupils. The very interest and relevance of the topics, 
combined with a teacher tolerance of talk in open classrooms, allowed 
pupils to engage in ‘legitimate’ course-based discussion which in more 
conventional circumstances on less pupil-centred topics might be 
regarded as ‘idle chatter’. Notwithstanding the potential pedagogic 
advantages accruing to relevant and interesting material, from the pupils 
point of view it blurred the boundaries between ‘proper work’ and ‘having 
a chat’ in a way which could be exploited in the negotiation of work}. 


Teacher: Jean, Allison, you’ve been doing a lot of 
talking. Get on with some work. 

Pupil A: We're talking about work. 

Teacher: I've heard you chatting about clothes 

Pupil A: Yes, well that's it isn’t it ... 
We're talking about fashion. It's part of 
the unit. 

Teacher: 


Still sounds like chat to me. Anyway, how 
much have you written? It’s got to be written 
down for the units ... 


Pupil B: But we've got to discuss things first. 


Because conventional methods of distinguishing between ‘hard work’ and 
‘easy work’ became less appropriate in the humanities lessons, pupils ha 
at their disposal a means for negotiating with teachers about the amount O' 
work they did - a means specific to the open classroom situation. 
Involvement in classwork, then, does not simply reflect the demands of 
the syllabus or the wishes of the teacher. Despite the fact that teachers 
have a vested interest in high work-loads in order both to cover the 
syllabus adequately and to enhance the prospect of classroom control, the 
amount of work actually undertaken depends on a process of negotiation 
between staff and pupils in which pupils can, for example, trade O 
obedience and involvement in ‘hard-work’ against the promise of ‘easy 
sessions’. But any such negotiation depends at heart on the personal 
relationships between teacher and Pupils, and this serves to complicate 
matters for the teacher. While classwork management strategies tend tO 
present the rigours of work organization in the guise of abstract 
imperatives, the process of negotiating any work-involvement in the first 
place might well reintroduce a personal element. This would suggest 
crucially for teachers’ use of classwork management strategies that they 
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cannot assume that the logic of the subject or the incentive of exams is 
sufficient guarantee of pupils’ involvement in classwork and the chances 
are that some element of a personal relationship will be needed to get the 
involvement which then, and only then, can be used to foster classroom 
control. 


Conclusion 

The advantages of classwork management strategies, from the teachers’ 
point of view, stem from the way they justify control on technical grounds 
rather than by the ‘tight to command’ vested in the position of teacher as 
such. The idea is still to provide an explicit structure to lessons but, in this 
case, the rules, ritual and regimentation of classroom life are not so mucha 
Strategic attempt to numb resistance out of existence but a rationalization 
of classroom proceedings towards the end of the efficient production of 
work. Used in this manner, the issue of control loses the appearance of a 
Personalized struggle and tends to present itself instead as an organizational 
matter. The rationale for control, that is, shifts from personal edict to 
organizational imperative — imperatives which exist beyond the wishes of 
teacher or pupil and to which both parties are obliged to accede. Teachers 
in this way can present their commands as part of a wider logic and argue 
that pupil resistance is futile because the commands do not reflect a 
question of choice on the part of the teacher. Used in this way, the strategy 
actually serves to circumvent the problem of charisma by locating the 
need for control beyond the realms of the individual. 

However, although staff might use the technical rationale as a mask for 
their control, it seems that they cannot always rely on appeal to calculative 
and instrumental feelings on the part of pupils. It cannot be assumed that 
the Organization of classwork provides sufficient grounds for pupils to 

iscard their interests in favour of the imperatives for ‘getting things done 
and pupils are not always prepared to play along on this score. They are, as 
we have argued, adept at repersonalizing the whole issue of how much 
work is to be done and what kind of work this should include and 
"quently use this repersonalizing as a counter-strategy to teachers’ use of 
S'asswork management strategies. In fact, the whole process of si 
Negotiation of classwork, to the extent that it reintroduces the persona 
element, hinders teachers’ attempts to present the rules of the classroom in 
the guise of technical imperatives - whether in the open or the uenis 
“asstoom. Where such negotiation exists, it is almost inevitable s a 
classwork management strategies will provide only a partial source o 
classroom control and will need to be used as part of a repertoire o 


Ae that include domination strategies and co-optation strategies as 
well, 
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Strategic dispositions 


Strategies for classroom control, by their very up gus P 
certainty of success and, as we have emphasized in the dis petes 
control strategies, teachers can be frustrated in their iei de ce 
classroom control by pupils who either refuse to revere t d o fo 
authority of teachers or use their own counter-strategies to limit the pea 
of control achieved by teachers. As a result, the Prospects of teac xm 
being able to mould situations to suit their own requirements are un 
always good and, as Dreeben makes the point so clearly, cues o d 
end up reacting to events they neither initiated nor could they foresee. 


The teacher's exercise of authority resembles not that of the Rue 
who gives the orders, the foreman who supervises, or the profession * 
who attempts to apply his expertise to the problem; rather, it is a d 
attempt to instruct ... , to identify and stop violations of rules B 
conduct, and to play fair — all under pressure. With the i npo 
uncertainty and unpredictabililty of classroom events, the teacher, i 


5 : reed rto 
attempting to instruct and maintain order, becomes more the reacto 
than designer of classroom activities. 


(Dreeben, 1973, p.463) 
This means, as Woods 


'accommodate' th 
the harsh limitati 


Cynicism 


: t fel n ici the 
One such strategic disposition involves a degree of cynicism about 
whole teaching enter 


à : WT 
Prise. To alleviate the pressures and contradict 
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as a ‘scapegoat’ which explains and justifies the horrors of the situation. 


When new teachers arrive in my department I always give them one 
piece of advice. I had to give it to Miss Adams the other day when she 
Was anxious and upset about the way things were going with her third- 
year class. ‘It’s never your fault - it's always theirs.’ You’ve got to adopt 
this attitude to manage with the situation. I told her, ‘You're just 
doing a job. You've got to look out for yourself if you're to survive.’ 

(English teacher - Beechgrove) 


This kind of disposition, in a sense, serves as a morale booster for teachers 
and, as Woods (1977,1979) argues, it unites teachers in the face of a 
common enemy and allows an esprit de corps to be reinforced when morale 
runs low. It allows teachers to laugh in the face of adversity and provides 
the basis for much of the staffroom banter and in-group jokes. ‘Having a 
laugh’, of course, is not necessarily symptomatic of having a good time 
and, on the contrary, can be the direct outcome of working in unpalatable 
circumstances. In this case its function is to provide a means of alleviating 
the kinds of pressures and contradictions experienced in the school 
VEU 1980; Walker etal., 1973; Willis, 1977; Woods, 19762,1977, 
yi 


Withdrawal 

€ tensions, frustrations and contradictions facing the classroom teacher 
can become awesome and, on occasion, beyond the anaesthetizing effect 
of dispositional strategies. At this juncture, perhaps the ‘one certain way 
of ensuring survival is to absent oneself from the scene of potential 
conflict’ (Woods, 1979, p.159). In its most literal and extreme form, this 
entails leaving the Occupation to work in a less hazardous environment. 
Stewart (1972) provides an illustration of how prominent a strategy this 
can be, Reporting on her experience at Elliott Comprehensive School in 
Putney, London, she identified the turnover of staff as a major problem 
and attributes a significant part of it to ‘withdrawal’ by teachers. 


[A] teacher told of a woman member of staff who had a desk thrown at 
er. She left the school with a broken arm and was never seen again ... 
music teacher arrived a Elliott. She took a couple of classes and left 
the same afternoon. ‘She was so appalled’, a member of the staff told 
me. 
One night after school had finished I met a w m 
9rmerly on the staff at Elliott. She had come to visit o 
ad tea with us. She said: ‘lam working in a supermarket now .. 


oman who had been 
ld friends, and 
. I left 
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because I could not go on taking fourth-year leavers any more. I had 
done eleven years with them and I asked for other classes. I felt my 
nerves were stretched to breaking. I also requested a sabbatical. Both 
things were refused so I left. I am getting terribly in debt. But at least I 
am not a teacher! ' The others said she had been an excellent teacher e 

The staff reply to the strain on their nerves by going sick - quite 
frequently. That is when they do not leave altogether. 


Now although such reportage is open to the allegation that it is 
sensationalist and based on restricted and localized evidence, it draws 
attention to the use of absenteeism, or leaving the job altogether, as a 
device for overcoming the stresses and strains of teaching. : 
Complete withdrawal from the situation is, of course, a rather drastic 
and negative strategy and will be prevalent only in localized or extreme 
instances. But withdrawal also has a more subtle facet used by those who 
remain at work. Teachers often choose to ignore or actively avoi 
situations which they know would place them in an invidious position, 


especially those that require them to impose control in awkward or 
difficult circumstances. 


I don't go looking for trouble. Some 


staff, you know, go to the toilets 
where they ... th 


ey know someone's likely to be smoking. They know 

they'll get someone sooner or later ... and afterwards they'll come back 
to the staffroom and have a cigarette themselves! 

I don’t try to find them out. If a kid walks around smoking, you 

+- well then he's forcing me to do something about it. 

d of situation, it makes life a lor 

blind eye to some of the less serious ‘offences’. It’s 


Two points arise from this. First it is evident that some members of staff 
tend to overuse the 


Auk Strategy, at least in the eyes of staffroom colleagues: At 
l b led Beechgrove and Cedars it was clear that certain staff had been 
abelled as those who had ‘copped-out’ on matters of control. They wou 
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not involve themselves in matters of control in the ‘neutral’ zones of 
corridors and playground where no specific responsibility for control was 
given by the official set-up. The second point is that the withdrawal 
Strategy is not entirely a random or idiosyncratic phenomenon, but can be 
attributed to the social context within which the potential confrontation 
occurs. If a pupil or group of pupils breaks certain explicit or implicit rules 
in the closed classroom, the individual subject teacher is unequivocally 
tesponsible for dealing with the matter. Yet, because it is a closed 
classroom, the teacher also has the discretion not to intervene if he/she 
feels that intervention might prove more disruptive than letting the 
incident go by without intervention (cf. D.H.Hargreaves et al., 1975; 
Stebbins, 1970). The closed classroom context, that is, is a context which 
On the one hand renders specific teachers responsible for events (and 
thereby eliminates one form of withdrawal) but on the other hand 
facilitates discretion in whether to react or not. 
, In the team teaching situation the opposite is true. Though no one 
individual teacher is responsible for control, the events and withdrawal 
Strategies become public and possibly subject to less discretion. Corridors 
and playgrounds offer other contexts where individual responsibility is 
less obvious and thus a situation where withdrawal is facilitated through 
an ambiguity of responsibility. Yet again, although the situation offers 
More potential for withdrawal it is also a public arena in which the strategy 

comes apparent to colleagues. 2 

On duty during breaks and lunch, the discretion for withdrawal is also 
to be found. Where no explicit tour of duty is provided, the member of 
Staff can choose not to visit areas which, in his/her opinion, might invite a 
control confrontation. Outside school as well, teachers may find 
themselves in a context which allows, if not necessitates, a strategic 
withdrawal. The following interview extract explains the point. 


We were sat in a pub the other night when two fifth formers walked in 
and got some drinks. They saw us but they didn’t kind of hide the fact 
that they were drinking. And we knew they were under age. Well they 
Sort of looked our way to say ‘Hello’ - a bit cocky I felt they were. 

nyway ... um ... we felt a bit awkward. We avoided them and left 
Soon after. I mean it could prove embarrassing if someone locally found 
Out we'd sort of condoned their drinking. But we couldn't take them on 
there and then about it, I mean the landlord probably didn’t want to 

Now. And it would just spoil our evening- and theirs. It wouldall have 


en too much fuss and bother - so we took the easy way out. 
(Humanities teacher: Cedars) 
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This strategy, like most, however, can be exploited by pupils in their 
attempts to limit the control of teachers. If pupils are aware that teachers 
would rather withdraw from confrontation than engage in embarrassing 
or protracted efforts to assert control they are in a position to achieve a 
degree of autonomy and counter the control of staff. 


Indulgence 


The same is true of 'indulgence'. Indulgence is a teacher strategy in which 
pupils are allowed to go beyond normally accepted bounds of behaviour 
and where teachers decline to enforce general classroom rules. 

In a general sense, it has been Observed that teachers do not always 
intervene when interruption occurs. On occasion they foresee that the 
intervention would cause a greater disturbance than was warranted by the 
initial disruption, or they might see the intervention as exacerbating the 
situation (D.H. Hargreaves et al., 1975; Stebbins, 1970). Teachers are 
occasionally prepared to indulge forms of behaviour, especially where the 
take into account the identity of the perpetrator of that behaviour. 
Teachers respond to behaviour by taking into account who was involve 
and what would be the likely outcome of remedial action applied to this 
particular pupil. Where they come to regard the behaviour as ‘normal’ for 
the particular pupil or class, there is a tendency to indulge the behaviour 
and cease attempts to remedy the normally unacceptable behaviour. 

As used by Woods (1977,1979) such indulgence is applied by teachers 
to the behaviour of the whole class, but it is worth noting that indulgence 


can be just as applicable to the behaviour of individual pupils within 4 
class who, for whatever reaso: 


worthy of special treatment. 
Humanities class, 


talking to other p 


t 
here were tacit amounts of me 
sense, the movement of this. Py 
is classroom presence was typifie 


Í ^ as 
his behaviour was treated, however, W‘ 
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his character. Looked at from the pupil's point of view, his success in 
countering normal modes of control by teachers stemmed from the 
combination of a number of factors. Had the staff attempted to force the 
Pupil to stay in one place it might have provoked the kind of 
confrontation which could expose the essence of power relations in the 
Classroom and explode the facade of friendliness. The staff not only 
disliked confrontation of itself, but also were aware of the broader 
implications for the tenor of the whole classroom. Added to this problem 
was the fact that he was regarded as a likeable fellow - much in the style of 
the ‘amiable idiot’. Yet this pupil's use ofthe indulgence strategy exhibited 
Some considerable sophistication. When talkingto a small group of pupils 
he provided for them a source of brief respite from work but his 
interruptions were essentially temporary; after a short time he would 
move to disturb someone else. From the point of view of the other pupils 
his wanderings were more of a relief from work than a hindrance to it. 
Even when he walked off with someone's pen or ruler, he exhibitied a 
delightful sense of timing in giving it back just before the protestations of 
the owner became serious enough to attract the attention of the teachers. 
This Pupil, in fact, exemplified the manner in which indulgence could be 
used to avoid work and how it relied on an ambience of friendliness and 
good humour in the classroom. 

From the teacher's point of view, indulgence and withdrawal are 
Strategies for coping with problem situations. By avoiding situations or 
turning a blind eye to particular events, teachers can sidestep the need to 
confront and control the activity of pupils, particularly where such efforts 
would be difficult, time consuming and embarrassing. Depending on both 
the Prediliction of the teacher and the context of the event, teachers can 
use, and may be pressured to use, such dispositions as a means for 


ae the veneer of consensus and normality in their relations with 
Pupils, 


Pupil dispositional strategies 

peed with situations that do not match up with their expectations and 
Spliged to attend situations they find nasty and unfair, pupils can adopt 
Ns ag - in fact, may well have to adopt dispositions - which help 
w Mm to "make our’, The pupil counterpart to cynicism, for itane 
Meer be an anti-school disposition which allows the tit. the uses 
the all it stands for to be treated with disdain and contempt. enn is 
Sos tet and reality of failure in the academic hoep and ie je 
establi life, pupils can retain a sense of self-respect ay RREA [x 
St ishment’s criteria for success and instituting subcu tura cri 

atus and success which are at variance with the school's. Pop culture 
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(Sugarman 1967) and a variety of machismo dispositions (Coleman, 1961; 
D.H. Hargreaves, 1967; Webb, 1962; Willis 1977) exemplify the manner 
in which pupils can opt out of the system and consequently survive on 
their own terms of reference. (See also Fuller, 1980, 1982, 1983). 

These examples of pupil dispositions, however, are not necessarily a 
response to intolerable circumstances at school. Certainly they provide an 
avenue of escape for those who would wish to exploit them but they may 
be just as well a product of cultural factors unrelated to school experience 
as such (Coleman, 1961; Lacey, 1970; Sugarman, 1967), as manifestly 
opposed to the dominant school standards yet caused by factors remote 
from the social organization of the school. There is no necessity, in other 
words, that such dispositions constitute a strategic response to the school 
situation. 

There are, on the other hand, certain dispositions which are not only 
open to all pupils to explore but also necessary that all pupils adopt if they 
are to survive in classrooms. As Jackson (1968) argues, given the 
crowding, the constant evaluation, the power differences between teacher 
and pupils, and the organizational difficulties in the distribution O 
materials in lessons, all pupils need to adopt the 'strategy of detachment’: 


the crowds, the praise and the power that combine to give a distinctive 
flavor to classroom life, collectively form a hidden curriculum whic 
each student (and teacher) must master if he is to make his way 
satisfactorily through the school. 

(Jackson, 1968, P- 34) 


Such a disposition is less a matter of choice, more a matter of necessity. 
Like Goffman's (1968) ‘situational withdrawal’, the strategy ? 
detachment allows pupils to survive the threatening reality of institution’ 
life by creating a psychological distance between the ‘inner self’ and the 
role of pupil. The waiting, the impersonality, the surveillance; the 
evaluation that Jackson identifies as characteristic of classrooms are 
strongly reminiscent of the features of Goffman's ‘total institutions’ a^ 

pupils, like inmates, have at their disposal dispositions which are 
necessary in order to cope with the unsavoury demands of the situation: 
Detachment allows pupils, in the face of what Jackson found to be an 
‘embarrassing, cruel experience suffered from malicious and insensitive 
teachers’ and the ‘boredom of meaningless class routine and wor 

situation', to present a facade of conformity hiding an uninvolved an 

resentful soul. It gives the appearance of going along with teacher edicts 
and thus allows pupils to do ‘easy time’ while, at the same time, distancing 
them from events and retaining a thorough going lack of commitment t° 
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the regime. Pupils can appear to be fully involved in the proceedings while 
really not paying attention at all. They realize that gazing out of the window 
or talking across the room to another pupil will be treated by the teacher 
as evidence of a lack of attention but can become quite adept at 
manipulating such symbols of involvement in order to give the impression 
of going along with the teacher’s regime (cf. Hammersley, 1976). 


Summary and conclusion 


Schoolteachers live in a world where classroom control is deemed vital to 
their occupational survival. Yet, as we have seen, their ability to win this 
control is precarious. They cannot depend too heavily on their official 
Position of authority to guarantee their success and what they have to do 
instead is develop certain classroom strategies which help them in their 
ambitions to establish and maintain the necessary control during lessons. 
These strategies seem to fall into three broad categories: ‘domination’, 
'co-optation' and ‘classwork management’. Domination, we noted, uses 
the official authority of the teacher as a backdrop to impose control in a 
Very blatant and exposed form. It relies on, and exaggerates, institution- 
alized disparities in power. Co-optation, as a control strategy, seeks the 
willing participation of pupils by incorporating the interests of pupils and 
using methods of getting them involved in the process of the lesson. The 
àim is to harness those forces emanating from pupils which threaten an 
armageddon in the classroom and use them instead, to bolster the existing 
order. Classwork management, on the other hand, involves the attempt to 
gain control through the intrinsic rationale of particular forms of work 
Organization. Emphasis is placed on the way different types of classwork 
affect the behaviour of pupils and can be used to alleviate or obviate 
threats to teacher control. 
On the surface, the three kinds of strategies would appear to offer stark 
COntrast. [t is easy to see that domination stratagies are more readily 
associated with traditional teaching styles and that co-optation strategies 
can be tied in with progressive pedagogy. Yet, beneath the obvious 
ifferences in teacher approach which they portray, it can be argued that 
there is a deep-rooted link which explains why they all persist and why the 
individual teacher can switch between the three depending on the 
Particular situation. The possibility of coexistence and the possibility of 
interchange between the strategies exist simply because the strategies all serve 
Similar functions. 
aati they all help the teacher to satisfy 
both semblance of classroom control and the appearan 
Particular body of work. Their success and persistent use, 


the dual facet of the job. They 
ce of coveringa 
in other words, 
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is because they all go some way towards satisfying the necessities of 
control and work output, and do not facilitate one at the expense of the 
other. 

Second, the strategies all do something to minimize the uncertainty of 
classroom events. Teacher control must entail some measures to give a 
pattern and predictability to proceedings during lesson-time and help the 
teacher to cope with potential chaos in the classroom. There is a concern, 
as it were, for order because order is at one and the same time asymbol of 
control and a prerequisite of control. 

Third, and possibly most important, all the strategies involve an 
attempt by teachers to present a rationale for control which exists 
independent of the teacher’s personal wishes. The appeal for compliance 
is taken away from the wishes of Ms Jones or Mr Green and locate 
elsewhere. Domination strategies put the rationale for compliance in the 
form of immutable rules and traditional authority, while co-optation 
appeals to pupils themselves as the ostensive source of control. 
Participation and the involvement of pupils serve to give the impression 
that compliance is less problematic and, in any case, is a two-way process 
with teachers readily acceding to pupil interests. Classwork management 
places the emphasis on the imperatives of technology or WO" 
organization and teachers, in this case, can appeal to the rational authority 
of their demands. So, rather than rely on charisma to achieve contro! © 
the classroom, all three kinds of strategies seem to depend on methods 
geared to reducing any reliance on personality or personal relationships 2$ 
a means for eliciting control. The strategies can in fact be regarded as th 
routinization of charisma - as reasonable and practical ways of coming t° 
grips with the fact that not all teachers can be ‘naturals’. In the present-day 
mass education system the naturally gifted teachers who can rely on their 
own charisma to command obedience are few and far between. They do 
exist, but for the majority of teachers, there is a need to devise strategies whic 
aid control by legitimizing their authority in ways other than appeal to charisma: 
This does not mean that all teachers are striving in all their dealings w'" 
pupils to depersonalize the relationship. Obviously, approaches to * H 
task will depend to some extent on the particular personality a” 
pedagogic beliefs of individual teachers. But what is being suggested is that 
most teachers working under normal conditions strive to bolster control PY 
down-playing the charismatic demand for obedience and by building 
upon alternative rationales to legitimize their command position. In this 
sense, of course, ‘impersonal’ is clearly a reference to the basis for cont? 
and does not signify a haughty or detached approach by staff. | 

There are instances where teachers deliberately promote the persona 
basis for control. At Cedars, as we have already seen, the staff plac? 
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emphasis on personal relationships, first-name terms and a friendly 
atmosphere; a conscious effort to reduce the institutional authority 
relations between teachers and pupils. Swidler (1979) describes a more 
extreme example when she reports on an ethnographic study at two ‘free 
schools’ - ‘Group High’ and ‘Ethnic High’. Both schools, although part of 
the Berkeley public school system, made a special and concerted effort to 

€ non-hierarchical and anti-bureaucratic in terms of their official 
Organization and their teacher-pupil relationships. As Swidler is quick to 
Point out, though, free schools 'do not escape the problems of power and 
Social control that drive other organisations, but their members operate 
with different rules of the game’ (p. 7). Instead of control based on 
hierarchical authority positions, she found three alternative forms of 
Social control being used at ‘Group High’ and ‘Ethnic High’ : 
Internalization — where students were encouraged to embrace the ethos of 
self-directed learning and identify with the aims of the school and its staff; 
Sup. pressure — where collective incentives were used to foster a group 
Solidarity that kept pupils integrated with class goals (that is, where peer 
Pressure was approved by the teachers as a way of keeping disaffected 
Students ‘in line’); and personal influence and charisma - where teachers 
created personal allegiance and loyalty as the basis for control. 

Widler argues that all three substitutes for positional authority caused 
Problems for the teachers involved since, ‘although they have agreed to do 
without authority, [they] still want to maintain the schools where they 
teach and to influence, stimulate, and involve students’ (p. 4). But 
Personal influence, in particular, involved a high cost for teachers. The 
Spark of being ‘unpredictable, exotic and complicated’ was difficult fo 
m. kindled in the faceofthe mundane aspects of routine teachin There 
ee ohing returns to the use of personal intimacies and epe ox : 
ie, 3 Since teachers were stripped of their special rupe Bec duel 
Eod the staff at Group High and Ethnic High often * id and 
somet; to influence proceedings left them ‘exhausted, pes ee 
tiring dus neglected’. Charisma, in other words, proved ; e ea in 

Es CHAR qr to positional authority. If this is pee vx ae 

seca it is hardly. surprising that the teac of aerate. 

classroom -. Seemed reticent to rely on charisma as t ali their efforts 
bras ™ control and preferred, in general, to depersonalize 

ntro], 

wi ac ference to Swidler's research is valuable at this point not just d 

tells us about teachers’ use of charisma for control. Italso remin 

at strategies for control arise in a particular context and ase 

Opp ntext involves certain demands and obligations, problems is 

“tunities, there is a need to match the strategies to the context. 
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Strategies, for this reason, are always context-specific and should never be 
regarded as universally applicable. This is true of the kinds of teacher 
strategies identified so far - ‘domination’, ‘co-optation’ and 'classwork 
management’. As worthwhile strategies for control they respond to a 
particular context of teaching. In general, the strategies we have identified 
constitute a specific response to a context characterized by: 


(1) the closed classroom with its pressures on the individual teacher 
to be held responsible for events, 

(2) the minimal amounts of resources and technology available to 
help the teacher, and the consequent pressure this puts on the 
teacher in terms of his/her man-management function - a 
pressure exacerbated by 

(3) the large size of classes and the high staff-pupil ratio, 

(4) the changing and novel situations which teachers confront during 
lessons (the element of uncertainty) and, 

(5) the fact that pupils are not always willing partners to classroom 
proceedings (the element of opposition). 


In this 'normal' context, the elements of uncertainty and opposition emerge 
as key threats to teacher control. This makes the notion of 'strategy' 
particularly appropriate for dealing with the methods adopted by 
teachers. Because strategic action is essentially concerned with opposition 
and uncertainty it therefore provides an appropriate image of the 
methods used by teachers to gain control - and, of course, the methods 
used by pupils to challenge and limit that control. The counter-strategies 
adopted by pupils, remember, tend to depend on trying to retain or 
reintroduce the personal element or the uncertainty element. 


Notes 


1 See, for example, Davies (1978), Docking (1980), Furlong (1976), Gannaway (1976), 
D. H. Hargreaves (1982), Marsh et al. (1978), Nash (1976) and Woods (1976b, 1979). 
2 Reid e al. (1981) found in their research Covering twenty-nine schools that maths 
teachers were divided between those who shared with the teachers at Ashton and 
Beechgrove a view of the subject as 'sequential' and who therefore considered the subject 
ill-suited to mixed-ability grouping, and those who favoured an individual, resource- 
based topic approach for whom mixed-ability grouping provided a suitable organization. 
This suggests that, at a general level, it would be wrong to see teacher responses to mixed- 
ability grouping in subjects like maths as showing complete agreement. In fact Corbishley 
et al. (1981) and Evans (1982), on the basis of their research covering mixed-ability 
grouping in maths in London comprehensives, make the point that some teachers 
deliberately adopted individualized modes of instruction to accommodate the demands 
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and pressures coming from the use of mixed-ability grouping. Rather than change the 
mode of class organization they changed their style of teaching. 

Such a manoeuvre would fit Woods’ (1978b) typology as part of ‘open negotiation’ 
about schoolwork between teacher and pupils. 


The Significance of Noise 


Jackson, in his perceptive account of the social organization of classrooms, 
draws attention to the fact that ‘Classrooms, by and large, are relatively 
quiet places and it is part of the teacher’s job to keep them that way 
(1968, p. 105). The observation is not startling and those who have 
experience of conventional schooling might be forgiven for wondering 
whether this is anything more than an unremarkable comment on the 
obvious. Taken for granted truths, however, often shroud vital issues 
and Jackson’s point is, in fact, far from trite. It reminds us that despite 
containing something like thirty pupils, each with particular interests 
and energies, classrooms are not normally riotous settings. They are not 
normally like playgrounds with their cacophony of sounds but are (under 
the circunstances) remarkably subdued and frequently silent places. 

The reason for this is not hard to find. The main, if not the only, reason 
that classrooms are relatively quiet is because teachers strive to make them 
that way. Teachers devote a considerable part of their energies to the 
Prevention of loud disruptions and spend much of their time exhorting 
Pupils to ‘keep the noise down’ or ‘keep quiet’. This is not particularly 
new, either, for as Grace (1978, P. 30) indicates, a preoccupation with 
‘quiet orderliness’ in the classroom has been evident since the times of the 
elementary schools in the last century. The question is, why does it persist 
in being a concern of teachers today despite a climate in schools that i$ 
seemingly more ‘progressive’ and certainly less authoritarian, cruel an 
repressive than it used to be? Why does ‘keeping 'em quiet’ continue tO 
assume such significance in the work of teachers and why do teachers: 
even today, place so much emphasis on limiting noise during lessons? To 
this, there appear to be three broad answers. 

In the first place, as members of society rather than members of the 
teaching profession, we should not be too much surprised if teachers 
exhibit a distaste for noise and a marked preference for a quiet working 
environment. It is not unreasonable to suppose that teachers might prefer 
quiet classrooms simply because quiet settings are seen as both more 
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congenial and less fatiguing contexts than noisy ones in which to conduct 
the day’s labours. Teachers, after all, are employees who suffer the same 
ill-effects of being subjected to noise over a period of time as those in other 
industries and by actively seeking a quiet environment their purpose 
could be simply to reduce one of the many tiring aspects of their job and 
create, in their eyes, a more pleasant climate for work. 

At Ashton and Beechgrove, however, it was evident that the teachers' 
concern with noise was more complex and more far reaching than just the 
prevention of migraine. Quite apart from any personal preference for 
quiet orderliness in the classroom which they might have had, teachers at 
these schools suggested that their concern with levels of noise was 
inextricably bound-up with pedagogic considerations and that their 
attempts to limit the amount of noise during lessons reflected their efforts 
to create a classroom situation in which learning could occur most 
productively. At Beechgrove, the comments of an English teacher high- 
lighted the reasoning more or less explicitly articulated in interviews with 
other staff at the schools. She said: 


I don't know how people can work with noise in their lessons. To me it 
seems unreasonable to expect the kids to work ... to really um ... 
concentrate and learn. And I know most of us who've been teaching 
here over a few years feel the same. You've got to get the classroom 
quiet before you can really teach ... and them learn. I mean ... 1 don't 
mean perfect silence but it's got to be pretty low so that you can talk and 
they can listen or they can get on with their own work without being 
disturbed. 


Noise, in this case, posed a problem because it was regarded as interfering 
with the learning context. With only occasional reservations, the teachers 
argued that noise and learning were antithetical features of the classroom 
Situation and that noise in classrooms only served to hinder communi- 
cation and concentration. 

This second facet of the practical problem of noise - what we might call 
the ‘educational facet’ - appeared to create particular problems where 
teachers were obliged to operate in circumstances in which interference 
from noise was effectively beyond their control and where, at least so far 
as noise was concerned, they were not masters of their own destiny. Asthe 
head of music at Ashton indicated, the circumstances could be bad 
enough to drive teachers to despair. 


We haven't any real music facilities here, you know, architecturally 
wise. Two of us, you know, including myself, are working in a canteen 
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-.. And it's the same at the lower school where the teacher there also 
works in a canteen. And it's even worse there because the canteen's 
smaller, therefore you've got all the noise of the dining room staff 
clanking and clinking. And you have PE and drama lesson in the hall 
which adjoins the canteens - so the noise problem is phenomenal. If 
you're trying to do music — which is essentially aural ... even if you're 
playing an instrument you're listening all the time to what you're 
playing and seeing if you're in tune, is it making some sort of sense ... 
and it's very difficult under those sort of conditions. So much so that 
that's why I've gota member of staff now leavingafter one term's work. 
She can't stand it. She can't cope with the situation. And we've had six 
music teachers since I came here in three years in that building, and it's 


for that reason ... teachers have found that ... that it's an impossible 
Situation. 


Admittedly music was Particularly susceptible to such interference 
because its instruction relied heavily on aural communication an 

attention to various intricacies of sound but, though it was specially prone 
to interference by noise impinging from external sources, other subjects 
Were not immune. The head of music went on to recall, with some irony» 
how a move away from the canteen had proved impractical because the 


noise generated in music lessons interfered with lessons in adjacent 
classrooms. 


We had a mobile hut built in the grounds, very close to the main 
building. And, everybody pointed out that the mobile hut ... it'd bea 
good idea to put it right away, far away from the building, so if music 
was going on it wouldn't disturb five classrooms - three lower and tw° 
upstairs - with the noise of instruments and singing and pianos an 
record players. But the Brent Borough refused because that meant the 
expense of building a concrete path leading to the hut, whereas if they 
placed it at the side of the main building the path was already there. An 
in the summer, because there's so much glass and everybody wants t° 
open windows, I mean, the situation's impossible. They begged me not 
to teach music as such ... could I just talk to them. I mean this was the 
approach. I mean it is very, very difficult. And then the noise was 5° 
much there that then we were taken out of the hut and put back in the 
canteen. For a while, you see, we had a respite, you see, from the 
canteen, but we've been put back again because one music class was 
hitting five classrooms the way it was positioned ... as I say, three there 
and two upstairs. So it's really hell. 
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Interference by noise from adjacent classrooms, indeed, appeared to be a 
general problem experienced by teachers and one which existed, in this 
sense, irrespective of the type of noise or its causes. Problems could arise 
as much from Mozart as ‘messers’, as a languages teacher at Beechgrove 
indicated when arguing that he ‘suffered’ from the audio-visual employed 
in an adjacent room: 


I'm not saying [the other teacher] is wrong to use tapes and so on... er, 
in fact they're good, I think. But it doesn't help me. Sometimes you 
can't hear yourself think and ... er, it's very difficult to teach the kids 
when everyone can hear what's going on next door. 


Noise from outside the classroom was seen to hinder the learning process 
and interfere with the progress of instruction by interrupting pupils' 
concentration on work, and thus it constituted an aspect of the problem 
of noise which was specific to the situation of teaching, rather than a 
product of personal preference or predisposition. Yet, as the situation of 
music as Ashton served to illustrate, such a concern with the effects of 
noise on instruction was double-sided. Operating in settings which were 
not soundproofed, teachers were aware that their classes were far from 
isolated in terms of noise and that, as the head of music had noted, noise 
created within their own classroom would be audible to colleagues and 
could interfere with colleagues’ lessons. The problem of noise, 
consequently, was not just one of interference from outside, but also 
entailed a concern by teachers to prevent noise in their own class from 
affecting adjacent rooms. Acknowledging that they occasionally suffered 
the adverse effects of noise created in colleagues’ classrooms, it appeared 
that teachers sought to prevent the possibility that they would be 
tesponsible for a similar misdemeanour. 

Without walls to separate the classes, this anxiety about the two-way 
effects of noise could only be increased. In the humanities lessons at 
Cedars, for example, when attempting to instruct subgroups within the 
open area there was the danger that either the teacher's instructions were 
audible to all the groups - in which case they could prove a disruptive 
influence — or the noise levels from the other groups could prevent the 
teacher from being heard by the group he/she was trying to instruct. So 
where instruction occurred in the discrete teacher-pupil units the level of 
noise emanating from the units needed to be finely attuned to the situation 
in adjacent groups and teachers frequently appealed to their own 
Subgroup not to interfere with the others. It was common to hear them say 
things like, ‘All right, cut the noise down a bit. Jim’s trying to talk to his 
group and they can’t hear him if you don’t shut up a bit.’ 
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The fact that noise in one subgroup could interrupt other subgroups in 
the open-plan area meant in practice that certain kinds of teaching were 
inhibited. The reading of plays or poetry aloud was mentioned in this 
context because it either involved the whole unit (which was seen as 
impractical) or constituted a disruptive influence on those not engaged in 
the reading. Pupils themselves suffered from the noise created by other 
groups and claimed that it interfered with their concentration on work. 
They indicated that there was more noise in the open-plan classrooms 
and, while many regarded it as just as incidental feature of the particular 
lesson, others regarded it as an indictment on the humanities situation: 


The open-plan classroom is quite good. I like it when we can all work 
together as one big group, but there can be quite a lot of noise. 


I think that the volume of noise should be kept lower, so that you can 
concentrate better. Thus your work will be better. 


In open classrooms there is more noise but in conventional classrooms 
you can concentrate because the teacher only has one class to keep 


quiet. But there is two other classes to keep quiet in open-plan 
classrooms. 


When you are listening to your teacher you can hear the other two still 
talking and it can put you off. 


" r 
In an open-plan classroom you get more noise which breaks you 


1 ing to 
concentration and you lose where you are when people start talking t 
you. 


So far as teachers in the closed classtoom were concerned this interference 
had one immediate repercussion on their approach to the job. Accounting 
for their style of teaching, staff at Ashton and Beechgrove frequently made 
a distinction between what they would like to do under idea 
circumstances and what it was feasible to do under real teaching 
conditions. In this connection, constraints of noise were a common 
theme. When teachers were asked why they opted for a particular 
arrangement of desks in class, for instance, a common reply was that, 
while recognizing the pedagogic implications of grouping desks or having 
desks facing into the centre of the classroom and while seeing advantages 
to this arrangement, it was not teally practical under the circumstances. The 
time involved in rearranging desks proved largely prohibitive for those 
staff who did not operate in their own classroom and who needed to alter 
the setting at the start of the lesson and revert to the original arrangement 
at the finish, and noise generated by such manoeuvres simply served to 


The Significance of Noise 153 


exacerbate the problem and provide a formidable deterrent to such 
classroom innovations. The classroom furniture at Ashton and 
Beechgrove was heavy and wooden and, with no carpeting on the floors, 
the prospect of desk rearrangement unaccompanied by high levels of 
noise was remote. Given the proximity of classrooms and the lack of 
soundproofing between them, teachers recognized that desk rearrange- 
ment would almost certainly entail levels of noise which would impinge 
on and interfere with lessons going on in adjacent rooms and had to weigh 
this effect against the anticipated benefits for their own classroom 
Situation. For practical purposes, that is, teachers did not regard 
themselves as free to operate according to their personal preference 
despite the setting of the closed classroom. Although they had individual 
responsibility for the classroom they were not entirely freed from the 
influence of external agencies and, in their conduct of the lesson, they 
exhibited a concern to prevent noise emanating from their classroom. 
This concern subsequently influenced their approach to classroom 
teaching by inhibiting methods that generated noise. Although the 
autonomy afforded by closed classrooms meant that teachers were 
ostensibly free to experiment and innovate according to their individual 
Wishes, it was evident that they took into consideration the level of noise 
that would accompany any such innovation and that where they 
anticipated high levels of noise they were reluctant to use the approach 
even where they recognized potential pedagogic advantages. 

Now, to indicate that noise is a problem for teachers because it 
interferes with the progress of lessons and that teachers generally make 
efforts to prevent noise in their classrooms from disturbing other lessons 
may appear to be banal. It tells teachers nothing they do not already know. 
It does, however, present the problem of noise as an educational issue and, 
when considering the problem of noise for the practical activity of 
teaching, it is worthy of note that the teachers’ concern with noise was 
Significantly affected by their appraisal of the impact of noise on the ability 
of pupils to concentrate on work. The analysis which follows is not 
intended to denigrate or deny this aspect of the problem but to offer an 
analytically distinct source of the problem of noise and a separate, if 
complementary, reason for ‘Keeping 'em quiet’. 


Noise and classroom control 


The accounts given by staff at Ashton and Beechgrove revealed a further 

‘mension to the problem of noise, a dimension which discriminated 
between different kinds of noise and which treated noise notasa problem 
in its own right but as an indicator of other things crucial to the social 
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world of teachers. In a nutshell, it was clear that noise also posed a 
problem because it was easily interpreted as the end-product of poor 
classroom control. 

The reasoning behind this was superficially quite straightforward. Since 
the general feeling of the teachers was that lessons had to be relatively 
quiet if learning was to occur, and since they saw their job as centred 
around the creation of a suitable learning environment to the classroom, a 
noisy classroom could not reasonably be seen as a product of choice on 
the part of the teacher in charge and must, instead, be viewed as an 
undesired state brought about by the particular teacher’s inability to 
exercise control over the pupils. Asa result, the competence of the teacher 
responsible for a noisy classroom could become suspect in the eyes, or 
should we say ears, of colleagues. But the significance of noise was more 
than this. As we have already seen in Chapter 3, most teachers work in 
closed classrooms and in this conventional set-up teachers tend to suffer a 
distinct lack of first-hand information about how colleagues operate. The 
result is that, as at Ashton and Beechgrove, they rely almost exclusively on 
bits of information which manage to transcend the physical and social 
isolation of the classroom and which can be used to infer what is going on 
behind the closed door. Because they rarely witness other teachers’ 
lessons, what they know about the work of colleagues necessarily 
depends, if not exclusively at least quite heavily, on a kind of informed 
guesswork based on hints gleaned from sources of information whic 
escape the prison of the classroom, Amongst these sources of information 
noise figures quite ‘prominently. Teachers may not be able to see 
colleagues in action very often but, particularly in view of the close 
Proximity of classrooms, they are certainly in a position to hear what İS 
going on. 

It is worth stressing, however, that when they use what they hear as 4 
means for identifying poor classroom control, teachers do not seem tO 
rely on decibel levels to provide a simple barometer of control. Far from 
it, the teachers at Ashton and Beechgrove, were not simplistic in their 
analysis of noise and were prepared to use a number of subtle variations 
according to their detailed knowledge of the situation in order to produce 
a fairly sophisticated appraisal of what significance could be attributed to 
the noise. They took into account ‘allowably noisy’ lessons such as ^*^ 
drama and music where it was recognized that the normal rules could not 
reasonably operate and where, within bounds, more noise could be 
tolerated without impugning the competence of the teacher in charge. 
Likewise, the nature of the pupils and the specific demands they placed on 
staff also led to an increased tolerance of noise. As all the teachers knew, 
Some groups were especially difficult to subdue and any teacher could be 
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excused for failing to keep them in check all the time. Different subjects, 
different pupils, different schools, all involved a separate set of 
expectations about noise levels and the problem for the teacher in charge 
of a class (and for those who interpreted the noise from outside the 
confines of the lesson) was not one of absolute decibel levels but one of 
the levels of noise acceptable under the circumstances. What was in 
question was the level of noise emanating from a classroom relative to the 
norm for the particular class, subject or school. What was not in question, 
however, was the idea that teachers who flouted the norm, intentionally 
or otherwise, ran the risk of being identified as teachers who could not, or 
would not, exercise classroom control. 

Judgements about control also involved some idea of the frequency with 
Which teachers had exceptionally noisy classes. Apart from taking into 
consideration the particular subject and class, any conclusions about the 
general ability of a teacher to control a class were arrived at usually after 
Some time and after colleagues could identify some persistent level of 
noise outside the norm. For new teachers, of course, this history did not 
exist and for them noise took on additional significance in the sense that 

first impressions count’. For established staff, however, the occasional 
rumpus in class did not instantly challenge their image of competence. 
These were allowable aberrations suffered by just about everybody. It was 
the recurrent or persistent offender who actually stood to lose. 

Finally, rather than attribute the same significance to all noise 
emanating from the classroom - whether it be from musical instruments, 
audio-visual aids or pupils running riot - teachers were clearly discerning 
about the source of the noise when treating it as a clue to what was 
happening behind the closed doors of a classroom. Specifically, when 
using noise as a measure of classroom control it was pupil-initiated noise, 
created by pupils and/or their teacher's responses, which was taken to be 
indicative of a lack of control in the classroom. Whereas the blaring of a 
tape recorder or the rasping noise of classroom furniture being scraped 
across the floor was a nuisance that interfered with adjacent lessons, such 
noise did not immediately signify poor control. The cacophony of talking 
Pupils interspersed with the raised voice of a teacher, on the other hand, 
carried all the connotations of a control problem. 

Against these criteria for interpreting noise it was possible for teachers 
to have ‘lively’ classes occasionally which would be interpreted outside 
the class as a sign of action and enthusiasm rather than apathy and poor 
control. At Cedars the point was made patently clear by a lead lesson 
conducted by Mr Wright. Mr Wright was well liked by the pupils and 
respected by colleagues as an enthusiastic and highly competent teacher. 

5 a division head he held pastoral responsibilities that more or less 
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demanded a good rapport with pupils and, significantly, a reputation for 
good control. The lesson, involving over sixty pupils, sought to show the 
effects of the division of labour on productivity and the extent of 
frustration that could be caused where opportunities to improve 
productivity were restricted. Mr Wright orchestrated proceedings, 
whipping up excitement and anger as groups and individuals tried to reach 
production targets and claim their reward in the form of Milky Ways and 
Mars Bars. The whole game was made more ‘interesting’ by the fact that 
some groups or individuals were given blunt scissors, others were kept 
waiting for fresh materials. In all, the lesson carried three features that 
could well have been attributed to poor control. Mr Wright was subjected 
to abusive comments and even physical threats by some to those pupils 
who found themselves on the losing end of the (heavily loaded) 
production game. Some pupils gave up in frustration and despair and 
refused point blank to take further part in the lesson. And the noise level 
was very high indeed. As an observer inside the classroom 1 watched a 
brilliantly planned and executed lesson that gave the pupils an emotionally 
charged experience of the inequities of the productive system. To the 
outsiders, it was a riotous, noisy lesson that interrupted adjacent classes. 
Yet the comments passed about the noise in the staffroom at lunchtime 
showed that no one doubted the competence of Mr Wright. Because it 
was his lesson, the many comments were either genuine inquiries about 
‘what was going on’ or light-hearted banter about the effects of the 
disturbance. The noise and disturbance were treated as an acceptable 


aberration of the norm for the school purely on the basis of Mr Wright’s 
personal reputation. 


The strategy of ‘keeping ’em quiet’ 


In contrast to Mr Wright at Cedars, at Ashton a chemistry teacher was the 
butt of a standing joke in the staffroom which went: 


Teacher: What are you doing, Nigel? 
Nigel: I'm — beating-up Eric 
I'm — cheating 
I'm — making explosives 
I'm — going to sleep 
Teacher: Well quietly, quietly, boy. Do it quietly. 


; " e suf in 
The point of the joke will not be lost on practising teachers. It puts ‘es 
comic relief the pressures and priorities they endure when operating at t 
chalk-face. From the teacher's point of view it is the noisiness of puP 
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behaviour which comes to serve as a guide to the severity of its 
disruptiveness and the urgency with which it needs to be remedied. As they 
recognize this, however, teachers are put under considerable pressure to 
keep pupils quiet - a pressure which stems not from their belief in the 
Pedagogic advantages of quietness during lessons but from the 
expectations which colleagues hold about appropriate classroom 
conduct. In fact, in their efforts to keep noise levels to a minimum, 
teachers are frequently responding to peer-group pressure rather than 
exercising professional judgement on the necessary conditions for 
learning in class and thus end up relegating pedagogic considerations in 
avour of practical criteria for survival and acceptability amongst other 
teachers. Keeping 'em quiet becomes something ofa strategy for survival- 
in this case survival in the community of teachers, not the pupils. Keeping 
'em quiet, as a strategy, protects the teacher against suggestions that their work 
might not be up to standard by eliminating the factor that colleagues might take to 
be symptomatic of a lack of control in the class, that is pupil-initiated noise. It 
gives the outsider less Opportunity to cast doubt on the (hidden) 
Performance of the teacher in question and, if anything, only prompts the 
outsider to assume that the class is under control. 

Wareness of the need to ‘keep 'em quiet’ is essential tight from the 
start. As Leacock found from her research, ‘a new teacher soon learns that 
it is her success in maintaining quiet and order, in the narrow sense, which 
is first noted and which is apt to be the school administrator's first 
measure of her performance’ (Leacock, 1969, p. 87). Also McPherson 
(1972) gives a graphic description of how that early learning can occur. In 

er account of life at ‘Adams’ elementary school in the United States, she 
recalls how the ‘Old Guard’ of well-established teachers at the school 
Socialized newcomers into their way of thinking: 


In the effort to let others observe that which was ordinarily hidden, the 
Adams teachers developed an ‘open door’ policy, a non-verbal series of 
Cues that were never discussed but were tacitly understood by all. A 
teacher kept her classroom door open during the teaching day to show 

er control over her class. A good disciplinarian’s door stood open; a 
Poor one’s door was frequently shut. Unless a teacher ... was going to 

ave art (an allowably noisy subject) or do dramatics ... her closed door 
Meant that her class was too noisy and she was afraid of being 
Overheard. 


(McPherson, 1972, p. 32) 


T ics " 
he strategic importance for teachers of ‘keeping ’em quiet’ is not lost on 
Pupils. Teachers’ efforts to control noise and thus protect the impression 
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that there is control in the classroom opens up for pupils a whole array of 
counter-strategies which they can use to challenge the control of the teacher 
and assert their will on the progress of the lesson. Pupils, for their part, can 
use noise as part of a repertoire of strategies of resistance to teacher 
control of the situation. By generating noises which the teacher cannot 
locate or which the teacher cannot treat as intentionally contravening 
agreed conventions, pupils can signify resistance to a teacher-imposed 
requirement for quietness in the classroom and generally ‘play up’ the 
teacher. The twang of rulers that ghosts around the room, the exaggerated 
cough whose contagious powers seem powerful and immediate, the 
shuffling of feet and a host of other noises can be used to annoy teachers 
not only by challenging the teacher’s command over the pupils but also by 
hitting at the very heart of what is used to signify control. In the struggle to 
limit or oppose the control exercised by the teacher, the poignancy of 
noise has been evident to generation upon generation of pupils whose 
teachers have sought to impose silence in class. 

Against this background it is hardly surprising that teachers are very 
sensitive about the amount of pupil talk and pupil noise they allow during 
lessons, and they tend to regard pupil-initiated noise as an immediate 
signal for some sort of remedial action (Kounin, 1970). But we should 
remember that pupil-initiated noise is nothing more than a socially 
constructed indicator of control, and that, as such, it is both culturally 
specific and context specific. Its culturally specific nature is well 
illustrated by the research of Dumont and Wax (1969) at a Cherokee 
reservation school in north-eastern Oklahoma. Being rather ‘culture 
bound’ the teachers had come to assume that hostility and resistance to 
teacher authority would be manifest in terms of the pupils’ open defiance, 
noisiness and general taunting of the teacher. What they failed to see was 
that, because Cherokee culture shuns overt conflict, the pupils’ resistance 
to the non-Cherokee teachers was subtle and evident only to the other 
pupils. Because it did not threaten the quiet orderliness of the classroom, 
the teachers did not recognize the behaviour as a resistance to their control 
and were thus baffled by the absence of progress made by the pupils. For 
their part, though, the pupils’ resistance was subtle enough to fool the 
teachers and complete enough to allow them to side-step the teaching they 
did not regard as legitimate. 

Such findings are all too easily dismissed as anthropologically cute and 
their implications for the British classroom ignored. What it means in the 
British context, however, is that teachers might be deluded in this context 
too into thinking that those forms of pupil behaviour which are not noisy 
or overtly disruptive are ‘under control’ while, in fact, quiet resistance can 
go unnoticed and unattended to. Pupils who quietly daydream, who 
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quietly gaze out of the window, who quietly devote disproportionate 
amounts of time to intricate drawings - any of those whose behaviour 
poses no immediate problems for the teacher - can be actually resisting 
control in a way that escapes the 'disorderly behaviour set' of teachers (cf. 
Stebbins, 1970). It simply is not what teachers would ordinarily recognize 
as disruptive behaviour. As Stebbins discovered from his observations in 
classrooms, 'not paying attention' or 'being away' are the kinds of pupil 
behaviour which do not normally trouble the teacher. Such quiet 
behaviour 'although subverting his teaching aims, is a more palatable form 
of disorderly behaviour for the teacher than almost any other’ (Stebbins, 
1970, p.229). A similar point emerges from the work of D. H. Hargreaves 
et al. who quote from the notes of one of their field-workers: 


It seems obvious that anything the pupils do that does not make a noise 
is acceptable. 
Three or four pupils are obviously not paying attention to the reading 


but because they are quiet, their conduct is acceptable. 
(D. H. Hargreaves et al., 1975, p. 37) 


As Spender (1982) amongst others has argued, the fact that quiet non- 
learners do not cause the same sense of urgency as noisy ones means that 
boys are usually more ‘trouble’ than girls. Because girls are expected to be 


dependent and docile, 


their failure to co-operate can lead to withdrawal; to either ‘getting on 
with the work’ and not expecting it to be meaningful or interesting, or 
to quietly opting out in the corner. Either way, such behaviour of the 
girls is not likely to be seen as evidence that teachers cannot control 
their classes, for in most classrooms it is the noise level which is used as 
the criterion for teacher efficiency, and inside and outside education it is 


the male who makes more noise. (Spender, 1982, p. 59) 


as illustrated in a fourth-year social studies 


group where the teacher’s attention was constantly focused on four boys 
who were ‘cheeky’, walked around the room, called to each other in loud 
Voices and exhibited a penchant for slamming desk lids. Three girls who 
sat at the back of the class reading magazines or quietly talking to each 
other about their social lives received far less attention and were cajoled to 
get on with their work only on occasions when the four boys were settled. 
Although the behaviour of neither group was conducive toa (curriculum) 
learning situation, it was invariably the boys who were attended 


At Beechgrove this point w: 
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to first. It was, it seemed, the noisiness of their non-learning 
behaviour which gave it overriding importance for the classroom teacher 
and which allowed the behaviour of the girls to be relegated in significance 
so far as control was concerned. 

When interviewed, the teacher concerned openly acknowledged the 
extra attention she gave to the boys. She saw it as a fact of life that the 


noisiest pupils got the most time and attention and that these tended to be 
the boys. As she explained 


With this non-examination group it’s hard enough to spark some 
enthusiasm, so at least the kids who are not creating havoc are some sort 
of blessing - and they tend to be the girls. The girls at this age just get all 
sulky and very conscious of not acting ‘silly’. The trouble is that if you, 
as a teacher, really share out your time equally ... evenly, then the boys 


will run riot and people think you're a lousy teacher. The system kind 
of forces you to be sexist. 


Reference to ‘the system’ in this teacher’s account of her approach to the 
job was implicitly a reference to the closed classroom circumstances in 
which she operated and the way this forced her to focus on fragments of 
information like noise that transcended the insularity of the setting. The 
‘system’ at Cedars, of course, offered an interesting contrast. In the 
humanities lessons at Cedars, the significance of any extra noise for the 
competence of staff was countered by the observability which 
accompanied team teaching in open-plan classrooms. Because teachers 
worked alongside each other, frequently entering and leaving areas used 
by colleagues, they had less need to worry about whether the amount of 
noise might be interpreted by ‘outsiders’ as indicative of a lack of control. 
People could see what was going on and did not need to resort to informed 
guesswork. The general level of noise in the open-plan units was higher 
than elsewhere and there was much better tolerance of noise. Radios were 
occasionally switched on during lessons and, though pupils were usually 
asked to switch them off, it brought no immediate caustic response from 
the staff. Though staff sometimes called for ‘more work and less chat’, 
pupils were not generally prohibited from talking to one another during 
the course of a lesson. The tolerance in itself, of course, can be attributed 
to three factors: the open classroom ethos accepted by the staff, the 
situation of team teaching in open-plan classrooms which largely negated 
the subtle implications of noise for teacher control, and the amount of 
inter-pupil contact and pupil movement around the room regarded as 
acceptable and/or necessary. 


The results of this tolerance none the less proved to be quite interesting- 
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Effectively, the tolerance negated pupil counter-strategies based on noise. 
We have seen how strategies which teachers adopt in their attempts to 
control noise and thus protect the impression that there is control in the 
classroom have some special significance for pupils because they open up 
for pupils a whole array of counter-strategies which can be used to 
challenge the control of the teacher and assert pupil influence on the 
progress of the lesson. If, on the other hand, teachers like those in 
humanities showed less concern to prevent noise, the strategy could 
become irrelevant because it would not provide a challenge to anything 
relating to classroom control. No longer would whispered conversations 
be a source of annoyance to teachers. No longer could pupils hope to 
challenge the progress of the lesson by interrupting with coughs and 
sneezes of exaggerated proportion, or any other form of sudden or 
surreptitious noise. In fact in the case of humanities lessons, the relatively 
high tolerance of noise effectively cancelled out and rendered redundant 
pupil strategies for control which utilized forms of noise. Notably absent 
from the lessons were the tried and tested genre of pupil strategy based on 
creation of noise. 


Conclusion 


We have seen how teachers exhibit a marked sensitivity to noise in 
classrooms and how this sensitivity is not simply because noise interferes 
with good instruction. Teachers worry that noisy classrooms might be 
interpreted by colleagues (and pupils come to that) as a sign of poor 
classroom control and as the outcome of inadequate standards of 
teaching. Not surprisingly, therefore, efforts to minimize the levels of 
noise permeate the routine work of teachers. These efforts constitute 
something of a strategy on the part of teachers, a strategy which provides 
Protection against the implications of teacher incompetence that are likely 
to accompany noise emanating from the room. It serves as a means of 
Protection for the teacher - one which obviates any slur on their abilities 
or hints that they are not doing their job properly. Strategies, however, 
Oster counter-strategies and pupils generally recognize that they can use 
noisy behaviour in class as a potent challenge to control by the teacher. 
hen pupils are noisy, they threaten the basis of teacher competence by 
Suggesting that the teacher cannot establish control over the class: they 
undermine the image of a controlled class. 
Ns teacher strategy of ‘keeping ‘em quiet’ and its pupil counterpart, as 
: FM guai Stressed throughout, though being normal features of the 
om, are not absolute laws or universal features of the classroom 
“cause they reflect the specific arrangements associated with the closed 
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classroom. It is specifically under these circumstances that noise provides 
a valued channel of communication between classrooms that are 
otherwise physically and socially insular. It is specifically under these 
circumstances that noise provides a source of publicly available 
information about events behind the closed doors and acts as an evidential 
strategy for inferring classroom control. Other circumstances give rise to 
different problems and different pressures and this is why the open-plan 
classrooms of humanities lessons at Cedars offered a useful contrast. 
Here, while the absence of walls heightened the problem of interruptions 
caused by noise in adjacent units, the openness significantly reduced the 
role of noise as an arbiter of classroom control. Teachers could directly 
observe colleagues in action and therefore did not need to rely on the 
evidential strategy of noise, and the greater tolerance of noise in these 
lessons reduced the potency of pupil counter-strategies based on noise. 
The example of teaching at Cedars reminds us of the inherent context- 
specificity of classroom strategies for control and, perhaps, has additional 
value in suggesting what alternative kinds of classrooms might offer in the 
way of solutions to the pressures and problems faced by those in the 
conventional classroom. But it cannot detract from the fact that the large 
majority of teachers and pupils, especially in secondary schools, continue 
to work in closed classrooms. For them, noise remains crucial in their 
quest for control. To say that noise is crucial, however, is not to say that it 
is the only factor taken into consideration and, in fact, research at Ashton 
and Beechgrove revealed one other vital concern in the quest for control. 
It became evident when studying the house systems at these two schools 
that teachers were expected by colleagues and pupils alike to fend for 
s on matters of classroom control and not to rely on outside 


themselve 
help. It is to this second facet of control that we can now turn our 


attention. 


Pastoral Guidance 


At first glance, responsibility for pastoral care of pupils would seem quite 
Separate from that part of a teacher’s work concerned with discipline and 
classroom control. Pastoral care, after all, deals with the general welfare of 
the pupils and their integration into the school and the wider community. 
It deals with ‘personal’ problems which arise from the social background 
of the pupil or emotional difficulties experienced by the pupil at school. In 
Practice, however, pastoral care almost inevitably includes some specific 
involvement with discipline and control problems as well. One reason for 
this is the fact that the kind of behaviour which is symptomatic of a 
Personal or emotional problem is also the kind of behaviour that the 
classroom teacher tends to regard as a discipline problem. As Docking 
(1980) points out, pupils who seem unable to cope with ‘stressful 
Situations’ and those who find it difficult to ‘develop meaningful 
relationships with school staff’ are not only a problem in terms of their 
Own welfare and development but also likely to pose a problem in terms of 
Orderly classroom behaviour and teacher control of the situation. 
Another reason, and one explored more fully in this chapter, is that the 
System of pastoral care officially established in a school can find its aims 
being adapted, it not perverted, to meet the demands created by staff who 
choose to use the pastoral system quite deliberately to deal with control 
Problems. Because teachers evidently face a number of practical problems 
in their efforts to implement the pastoral care system in connection with 
©ng-term emotional problems and because the system can be used 
effectively to cope with difficult pupils, teachers can be encouraged to 
"corporate the pastoral care system in their efforts to maintain classroom 
control. Used in a particular way, in fact, the system would seem 
admirably suited to helping teachers’ efforts to get a smooth, orderly 
classroom life and to their not unreasonable wish to minimize the fatigue, 
ial the frustration and the risks of getting through a normal day’s 
ork, 


Initially, therefore, we might be led to expect a fairly uninhibited use of 
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the pastoral care system to back up classroom control. But one other 
factor needs to be taken into consideration in order to understand the 
relationship between efforts to maintain classrom control and the school's 
pastoral care system. Use of the pastoral care system to back up classroom 
control carries with it certain implicit dangers and subtle connotations 
that make it a hazardous exercise. In practice, the realization of this limits 
any wholesale dependence by teachers on the pastoral care system to deal 
with problems of classroom control and what distinguishes the 
'experienced' teachers' use of the pastoral care system from allegedly 
excessive and inappropriate use of it by the 'inexperienced' teachers to 
back up control is the awareness of these hidden dangers. Indeed, on the 
basis of findings at Ashton and Beechgrove, it appeared to be this 
understanding of the implications , as much as any ability to achieve a state of 
classroom control per se, that was crucial to a teacher's reputation as being 
‘good at keeping control’ or being ‘poor at keeping control’. 


The formal organization of pastoral care and guidance 


Like most organizations, schools tend to adopt a more formalized 
structure as their size increases. Greater reliance is placed upon explicit 
and documented statements about the specialization. of roles, the 
hierarchy of authority, the rules and regulations governing the conduct of 
members in their work, and the channels of communication through 
which information and directives are to be transmitted. 

In the case of schools like Ashton and Beechgrove, each with over 1,200 
pupils and 80 or more teachers, it was not surprising, therefore, to find 
that something like the pastoral care of the pupils had become the subject 
of formally designated responsibilities and procedures. A significant 
degree of specialization was evident in the fact that both Ashton and 
Beechgrove located responsibility for pastoral care within their house 
systems, and within these house Systems it was clear that most of the 
power and the bulk of the duties rested on the shoulders of those teachers 
who were ‘heads of house’. In fact, both in terms of their position in the 
hierarchy of authority and in terms of their specialist duties, the heads of 
house assumed a crucial role and were linchpins in the organization of 
pastoral care. . 

At Ashton, each building had a house 
house being primarily responsible for 
disruptive behaviour, official records i 
probation, and special attention to c 
However, some of the five 'senior teach 
Pupil welfare. The deputy head in char: 


representative — with heads of 
dealing with extreme cases of 
n connection with court cases, 
ases of emotional disturbance. 
ers' also took an active interest in 
ge of the two lower schools was 
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officially responsible for co-ordinating house activities and the heads of 
building at the two tespective lower sites also helped out with counselling 
and the administration of pupil welfare. The heads of house were none the 
less the most senior posts with specialist responsibility for pastoral matters 
and it was they, rather than the heads of building, who were actually in 
charge of the pastoral work. The heads of building took a supporting role 
and were called upon basically because the split-site lower school left each 
building with only two heads of house who, for practical reasons, 
sometimes needed another senior person to help them deal with ‘crises’ 
and other tasks demanding the immediate attention of house staff. At the 
upper site, of course, the four heads of house worked in the same building 
so there was no need for this supplementary role and, consequently, none 
of the senior teachers based on that site had any remit to be concerned 
with pastoral care (see Figure 6.1.). All teachers were allocated to a house, 
and school assemblies brought together pupils and teachers of the same 
house for religious instruction and the dissemination of general 
information. The house system was not, however, coupled to the 
administrative system in any direct way. Year-based form groups were 
used for registration and administration and these did not discriminate 
between pupils from different houses. 

Pastoral care and guidance at Beechgrove combined a house system 
With tutor groups. Beechgrove, having all buildings on one site, did not 
face the problem of having heads of house widely dispersed and, like the 
upper site at Ashton, had no need to supplement numbers by 
incorporating senior teachers into house duties. It was left to eight heads 
of house, two for each of the four houses, to co-ordinate the pastoral care 
and guidance offered to the pupils in the house. The first year, however, 
was organized on a somewhat separate basis from the rest of the school 
and being under the overall auspices of a head of first year. This 
organization existed only for the first year and reflected an attempt to 
integrate the pupils gradually from relatively small primary schools into 
the large secondary school but it had the effect of reducing the first year 
Pupils’ involvement in house activities to that of sporting activities, 
charitable collections and so on rather than the tutor-group situation 
Which started in the second year. In the second year, and subsequently 
until leaving school, pupils were put in house ‘tutor groups’, vertically 
arranged and each with about twenty-five pupils (see Figure 6.2). 

Tutor groups at Beechgrove were an integral part of the house qim 
and were a facet of the organization of pastoral care that contrasted wit 
that of Ashton where the house staff operated through the medium of 
conventional form groups based on years. In terms of function, however, 
the form groups at Ashton were not far removed from the tutor groups. 
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Figure 6.1 Organization of Pastoral Care at Ashton 
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Figure 6.2 Organization of Pastoral Care at Beechgrove. 
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The official guidelines at Ashton made explicit reference to the duty of 
form teachers to liaise with heads of house and co-ordinate activities for 
the pastoral care of pupils and, essentially, the difference was only that 
Ashton's form teachers administered groups from the same year but 
belonging to different houses, while tutors at Beechgrove administered 
pupils from all years but belonging to the same house. So, in both schools 
the heads of house stood in a similar strategic position for collecting information 
and taking action related to pastoral care. In fact, even the presence of a 
‘school counsellor’ at Beechgrove did little to detract from the crucial 
executive and administrative role of the heads of house. Technically the 
school counsellor had seniority over the heads of house and his official 
task was to take over those problems which were either too time 
consuming or too serious for the sole attention of the house staff. 
However, his role in the school, in practice, was specifically concerned 
with the longer-term problems which normally involved outside agencies. 
Those issues which were internal to the school were normally left to the 
heads of house. 

The key position of the heads of house was not entirely the result of this 
formal responsibility. It was the nature of communications and the official 
regulations about pastoral matters which ensured and consolidated their 
Pre-eminence in such matters. At both Ashton and Beechgrove they were 
put in a central position as far as the dissemination of information on 
Pastoral matters was concerned - a point made quite explicit in the official 
guidelines at Ashton when it was stated that: 


Any pupil who is persistently difficult or inadequate should be 
discussed with the Head of House so that the House if fully informed of 
the problem. Form teachers should acquaint House staff with any new 
information, cases of truancy, fresh incidents or change of attitude of 
any pupil in their form. Heads of House will have the records and other 
information about their pupils and will be able both to give advice and 
take suitable action. It is the responsibility of Heads of House to keep 
the teacher-in-charge of the building and Form teachers adequately 
informed of any pupils who require special attention and to discuss any 
cases they think necessary with the Headmaster or Deputy Heads. 


The kind of communication envisaged in this extract was what can be 
termed the ‘personal’ mode of referral. Teachers might merely inform the 
head of house of events for future reference (which in connection with 
other contemporary and pertinent data could give rise for concern and 
subsequent action) or possibly request the head of house to take action. 
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Conversely the head of house might seek out teachers to inform them of 
action being taken at house level. In either case, the information was 
normally verbal and the communication bersonal. It was this personal 
mode of referral which was regarded officially as fundamental to the 
successful operation of pastoral care and, at both schools, it was 
promoted by the official guidelines as the most suitable basis for the 
System of pastoral care. It was not, however, the only officially approved 
way in which information could be passed on. At Ashton, for example, 
there was a ‘demerit’ system which provided, in effect, a way of referring 
pupils to the house system without any face to face contact between the 
referring teacher and the head of house. The ‘demerit’ system, as the 
official guidelines explained, acted as a formal notification to heads of 
house of a pupil’s poor conduct. 


Teachers will make out demerit forms in cases where it is thought the 
behaviour is serious enough to be permanently recorded. Such demerit 
forms will be handed in by the teacher to the Heads of House rooms. 
Heads of House will keep a record of demerits received, and will take 
appropriate action to discuss cases at House assemblies, with form 
teachers or with the individual pupil and teacher concerned. 


documents, of course, was strictly ‘for the record’ 
referrals which frequently involved informal bits of i 
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dimension to channels of communication about pastoral matters. 

The absence of personal contact between subject teachers and heads of 
house was not, in practice, confined to the documentary mode of referral. 
It was a particular characteristic of a third mode of referral evident in the 
official guidelines and prominent in use in the schools - what can be 
termed the ‘direct’ mode of referral. Where a pupil was sent directly from 
the classroom during the course of a lesson to see the head of house, or 
where a head of house was requested to come to the classroom to deal with 
a pupil, the contact between the pupil and the head of house was direct, 
without the mediation of reports, demerits or detailed personal 
consultation between the teachers. 

It was recognized in the official guidelines that under certain 
circumstances the extremity of the disruptive behaviour might warrant 
the expulsion of a pupil in the classroom. It was in this instance that the 
direct mode of referral was officially approved because, as the official 
guidelines of the schools indicted, it was not sufficient merely to remove 
the offending pupil from the classroom since he/she might persist in being 
disruptive in the corridor. Rather, under these conditions, the pupil was 
to be referred direct to a relevant member of staff: 


Isolated cases of anti-social behaviour may occasionally blow up in the 
classroom and threaten to disrupt a lesson. If an emotional outburst 
seems imminent, it may be advisable to remove the pupil from the 
classroom. 


This mode of referral, however, though it was recognized as occasionally 
necessary, was generally discouraged. The official guidelines at both 
schools charged individual teachers with responsibility for control during 
their own lessons and discouraged direct referrals as a method of coping 
with uncooperative pupils because referrals of this kind could undermine 
the teacher’s authority. As the point was made at Beechgrove: 


Discipline within the classroom is the responsibility of the individual 
teacher but Heads of Department and Heads of Houses are always ready 
and willing to support members of staff. However, it should be realised 
that in the end no useful and lasting purpose is served if too many 
problems arising within the classroom are referred to higher authority. 
This practice only serves to weaken the authority of the individual 
teacher in the eyes of the children. 

(Official guidelines: Beechgrove) 


So, though the personal, documentary and direct modes of referral were 
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each acknowledged by the official guidelines, it was clear that the personal, 
and to some lesser extent the documentary, modes of referral were seen as 
the proper methods of getting information to and from the heads of 
house, while the direct model of referral was officially viewed with some 
anxiety. The official'stance was clear: the direct mode of referral was to be 
used rarely and in extreme circumstances, and never as a substitute for 
classroom control. Classroom control was the province of the teacher in 
the classroom, not the house system, and teachers were clearly reminded in 
the official guidelines of both schools that control was not to be abdicated 
by relying on direct referrals to the heads of house. 


Practical problems of referral: communications and effectiveness 


specialist’ function. 


The heads of house for their Part argued that they were beingobliged to 
adopt this function as a result of the nature of referrals. They maintained 


Any difference between the official procedures and the actual use of the 


house system, however, could not be explained simply in terms of 
ignorance about preferred procedures i 
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Procedures as such. Much more important for them were the practical 
problems they faced when trying to implement procedures. 

At Ashton and Beechgrove one obvious problem facing the teachers 
was that of ‘naming the pupil’. Before any action could be taken teachers 
had to know the name of the pupil but, because they did not necessarily 
know all the pupils in the school by name, this meant that it was difficult 
to instigate ‘personal’ or ‘documentary’ referrals to the house system. One 
Category of teachers faced particular problems of this nature. New 
teachers — probationers, supply teachers and teachers recently arrived at 
the school - faced special practical difficulties in their attempts to invoke 
the system because they were less likely than others to be familiar with the 
names of pupils. 

Knowledge of pupils’ names, although it posed problems for these 
teachers to an extent greater than for others, could also affect established 
teachers in schools - particularly where there were 1,200 or more pupils 
such as Ashton and Beechgrove. In large schools, even the established staff 
might not know the names of the pupils with whom they had no direct 
teaching contact. In the corridor or playground, incidents which a teacher 
might otherwise have referred to the house staff could get ignored because 
the teacher was unable to identify the pupil. Or again when called upon to 
cover a lesson for an absent colleague, the established teacher could face 
the same problem. During fieldwork at a staffroom at Beechgrove a 
situation occurred which encapsulated the significance for the teacher of 
‘naming the pupil’. In the third period of the morning the door of the 
staffroom was flung open and a boy momentarily stood in the doorway, 
shouted some abuse, and ran off down the stairs. The two teachers in the 
staffroom did not give chase nor did they seem particularly anxious to 
apprehend the offender. One of them explained that since he did not 
know the pupil’s name it was a fruitless and frustrating exercise to attempt 
to find the pupil, let alone gain a confession of guilt or take any further 
action. It was clear that the teachers’ lack of effort in apprehending the 
Perpetrators of 'bad’ behaviour did not stem from a condonement of the 
act but was a result of their inability to ‘name the pupil’ and hence tosecure 
any kind of official follow-up. In such situations they had to rely on the 
immediate apprehension of the culprit and on the qualities of teacher 
Personality and pupil deference to teacher authority in order to secure any 
type of remedial action. 

The influence of practical factors on the teachers’ use of the house 
System was also evident in the ‘problems of time’ experienced by 
classroom teachers. Teachers argued that there was insufficient time in 
which to implement the proper procedures and that invoking the system 
required the use of non-classroom time - time such as morning and 
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afternoon break, lunchtime and after school. The personal mode of 
referral was the most time consuming for the teacher in this sense because, 
in order to communicate the relevant information to the appropriate head 
of house, the teacher needed to search out the house staff perhaps during 
breaks or at the end of the day. Particularly in such large schools with 
separate buildings, the communication of relevant facts could require a 
prohibitively large amount of time- if not in the actual transmission of the 
facts in the location of the person to whom the information should be 
transmitted. The situation at Beechgrove, with three staffrooms in 
different buildings, meant that in order to contact a specific member of 
staff it might be necessary to conduct a lengthy tour of the buildings and, 
although house rooms existed at both Ashton and Beechgrove, a teacher 
had no guarantee that the head of house would be in the room at the time 
he or she went to the room because house staff themselves needed to 
contact people at times such as breaks, just when other staff might be 
looking for them. In effect this meant that communication took place on a 
rather ad hoc basis and that the information received by the heads of house 
was selective. The information did not necessarily reflect the actual state 
of affairs in the classroom because the classroom teachers did not have the 
time to communicate with the house staff on every occasion and in 
connection with each incident, with the result that the picture of events 
built up by the house staff was partial and incomplete. 

In practice, then, the amount of time involved in the personal mode of 
referral acted as an effective deterrent to the use of such referrals as 
envisaged in the official guidelines. The documentary mode of referral, on 
the other hand, had the advantage that it did not require a great deal of the 
teacher's time to implement. Inspection of the school records could be 
arranged to suit the particular teacher and was neither a lengthy nor 
involved process. Similarly, neither the Processes of putting a pupil ‘on 
report' nor giving him/her a ‘demerit’ entailed the amount of time- 
consuming activity which was associated with the personal mode of 


referral. Because it was literally documented, the necessity for searching 


out a particular member of staff was alleviated, along with the practical 
problems it entailed. 


The direct mode of referral had similar advantages over the personal 


mode. It was even less time consuming for the classroom teacher, 
requiring little more than the instantaneous command to see the 
appropriate head of house (whether immediately or at a later date), and 
was normally executed during classroom time (and in relation to a 
recen event) thus not encroaching upon other times in the teacher's 
ay. 


For their part, the heads of house faced difficulties as well in feeding 
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back information to the relevant members of staff. It was clear to the 
heads of house that, unless they were to let the referring teachers know of 
the action which had been taken, the referring teachers might tend to 
assume that no action had been taken and thus feel that referring pupils 
was a fruitless process. This was a particular problem, elaborated upon by 
one of the heads of house at Beechgrove, where the action they took was 
not of a kind that was immediately recognizable to the teacher in the 
classroom situation: 


We write to parents, we keep them fully informed. We ask parents to 
come up to school a lot and we have ... um ... pretty good contact with 
them in certain circumstances. We see social workers and all the other 
outside agencies. We refer kids to... um... you know, for help of one 
sort and another ... and so-on-and-so-forth. So one of the dangers is 
that people say there's nothing being done. But in the old days if you 
had a kid and you gave him a walloping well it was, you know, the kid 
said, ‘I had the stick’ or ‘I got walloped for it’ and something seemed to 
be done. But now ... um... it’s not so obvious, you know, when you do 
anything to a kid. 

We had a situation not so long ago, when people got very uptight 
about a fifth-year boy in my House who had been doing a lot of leaping 
about in the building over there and generally being obnoxious. He’s a 
very big, hefty lad, taller than almost anybody in the school, staff 
included. I don't know why ... he's gota very loud mouth and he's very 
silly and although he's gota body ofa man he's gota mind of, you know, 
a 12 year old. And he lumbers about and he bashed on doors and swears 
at people. He makes everybody's life a misery. I have been to see his 
parents, his father had been to see the Head and he had been excluded 
from school for a couple of weeks but, you know, it's not possible to 
inform every member of the staff what's happening about every kid, 
unless of course somebody comes and say, ‘Look, I'm a bit bothered 
about this kid, he’s giving me hell’, and I will say, ‘Well, I'm doing 
this,that and the other with him, and you know, it would perhaps help if 
you could do this and let me know if he doesn’t do any work’, and, you 
know, we will work closely together. And I think for the kid... for his 
own sake more than anyone else, one doesn’t publicise ... um... things 
generally about him. One would only repeat to people who would need 
to know it, and in that situation you get people feeling that ... um... you 
know, things aren’t being done, where in fact they are being done 
behind the scenes. 


For the heads of house, then, communication of their responses to 
referrals was considered essential in avoiding the impression that no 
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action had been taken but in doing this, they confronted practical 
difficulties of contacting the relevant staff and of keeping enough people 
informed without ‘broadcasting’ the problems and treatment of particular 
pupils. Such communication and the associated problems arose, though, 
only because the nature of that action was not immediately apparent to the 
referring teacher: it occurred behind the scenes and was not self-evident in 
the classroom situation. 

Intertwined with the whole problem of communication, and evident to 
some extent in the anxiety expressed by heads of house about the feed-back 
of information to subject teachers, was another practical problem 
experienced in connection with the operation of the house systems - the 
broblem of the effectiveness of referrals. Teachers who referred pupils to the 
house system often felt that there was little Positive action taken as a result 
of their referral and that referrals were unlikely to have any immediate 


effect on the classroom situation. As a French teacher as Beechgrove 
expressed her misgivings about the system: 


I don't know whether it is because it's a large school but if you do not 
try and get a head of house to do something about somebody in your 
house, you wait months and months and there is somebody who's 
disrupting the whole class who doesn't do the work and this has been 
going on for a time. Well, there's one boy in particular, about 3 months 
you know, and every time I see the, you know, the particular staff 
member involved, he's going to do something, he's going to set up a 


course of action; we have got a letter dated months ago you know and 
this boy is still exactly the same. 


it was apparent, first, that the 
d primarily to the ‘disruption 

problem pe se and that the problem 
ttempts to secure remedial action on 
cut concern for the pastoral care o 

mode of referral which fared worst 
n personal contact precluded any 
m situation (although, of course; 
was not the function of the house 
ms’, these being the responsibility of 
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Teachers regarded the effective feed-back from documentary modes of 
referral, on the other hand, with a bit more optimism, particularly the 
demerit and report systems. These documentary modes of referral were 
acknowledged as being a deterrent to bad behaviour and had the 
advantage over the personal mode of referral that their effect was of 
immediate help in the control of the classroom. Staff were not in 
agreement as to whether the demerits and reports should be used in this 
fashion but they generally acknowledged the reality that they were used in 
this manner by some members of staff. Interestingly the members of staff 
who tended to use demerits and reports were often cited as being the 
young or the inexperienced teachers for whom they provided a back-up 
for discipline in the absence of any more material deterrent to bad 
behaviour, 


You will find that the more experienced teacher very seldom gives a 
demerit because they don’t need to, but the younger ones have got no 
other weapon really ... I mean they aren’t allowed to smack. Some 


children run riot, so they get a demerit. 
(Deputy head of maths: Ashton) 


So, to this extent, the documentary mode of referral was bound up with 
matters of classroom control and its particular benefit for the classroom 
teacher stemmed from the fact that documentary referrals were more 
immediately and observably effective on matters of classroom control 
than the personal mode of referral. 

In its immediacy and observability the direct mode of referral was even 
more effective. Direct referrals had an instantaneous and self-evident 
effect on the classroom situation by alleviating the source of the problem. 
More than with documentary referrals, and particularly more than with 
Personal referrals, the product of direct referral to the house system was 
immediately apparent to the referring teacher in terms of classroom 
control and did not depend on protracted communication and 
Negotiation with heads of house. For the teachers, this posed something of 
a dilemma. The direct mode of referral, it should be remembered, was 
Officially discouraged at both Ashton and Beechgrove. Teachers were 
regarded as responsible for the establishment of discipline and control in 
their own classroom and the house system was intended to offer pastoral 
Care for those pupils with emotional problems. It was acknowledged by 
the Official guidelines and house staff alike that, on occasion, a situation 
Might arise in which it was appropriate to call upon the assistance of the 
louse staff through the direct mode of referral but such situations were 
Imited to emotional problems which might flare up in the classroom 
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situation and perhaps to those occasions where the teacher peus 
otherwise lose his/her temper with the pupil in question. As a head o 
house at Beechgrove put the point: 


We don't encourage staff to send kids out of the classroom unless they 
really feel they can't cope. They're advised not to send kids out. 


Obviously, if the kid is just so impossible that they just can't cope, then 
they do. 


The same applied at Ashton where, in the words of a head of house, 


If someone gets to the stage where they senda child out, it’s really for an 
immediate relief of the situation in the classroom, isn't it? 


Direct referral provided an immediate tension release mechanism, then, 
which was regarded officially as a last resort to be employed rarely and 
with reluctance by the classroom teacher. But from the stance of the 
classroom teacher, it was less time consuming and was more immediate 
and recognizable in its influence on the classroom situation than 
documentary or personal referrals. And this was the quandary facing 
classroom teachers in their use of the h 
favoured procedure, the 
very practicable because, 
by name, they still had to contend with th 
system into operation, the time delay in action that was taken by the house 
staff after the event or the first referral and the (perceived) lack of effective 
action by house staff in relation to the cl 


of immediate control problems 
t referrals, were officially 


The role of heads of house as "discipline specialists' 


As a result of the type of referral the 
that their role was less involved with 
the pupils in their house, 


y receive, the heads of house argued 
the pastoral care and guidance of (all) 
Or even those with particular emotional 
problems and was, instead, being pushed towards a 'discipline specialist 


or 'trouble-shooter' role - precisely the kind of back-up to control 
problems deplored in the official guidelines. 
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Too much of my time and too much of the house staff's time I think is 
taken up with the ... um ... day-to-day ritual type school problems of 
an institutional nature, rather than long term emotional ones. I 
certainly spend far too much time on that type of problem as opposed 


to the serious ones. 
(head of house: W: Ashton) 


One reason for this was that they had to rely on information which 
resulted from informally organized channels of communication. In 
practice this had the effect, noted with some dissatisfaction by all the 
house staff, that the pupils with whom they had contact (in pastoral 
terms) were but a small minority of the pupils in the school. There existed 
No positive organizational provision for the heads of house to come into 
contact with all the pupils in their house: 


There is no formal ... um ... procedure ... as there is no definite time 
when every pupil in a house sees the house teacher. Um ... some pupils 
will get very well known by the house teacher because they have a 
Particular problem while they are at school or because they are in a 
number of discipline problems and get referred to the house teacher. 
Other pupils may get to know the house teacher for quite the opposite 
reason, because they're a very good participant in sporting activities or 
house activities of some kind, or very good academically and get 
gossiped about in the staffroom for this reason. And house teachers get 
to know them that way. And, in between, there are a vast number of 
Pupils who are neither very bad nor are they very good in any way you 
like to specify — and hardly get known at all. In fact, it's certainly true 
that ... er... in the house which I run, there must be a large number of 
Pupils which I hardly know. In fact, I'd have to look them up in the 


records to find i Cei house or not. 
Men eee o RM (head of house: H: Ashton) 


In the absence of any formal contact with all the pupils in their house, 
Then, the small minority of pupils who were brought to their attention for 
Pastoral treatment' were those identified primarily through particularly 
Poor behaviour and, though the heads of house did not regard discipline 
zs their Proper concern, they acknowledged thata state of affairs existed in 
their School which obliged them to deal with such matters to an increasing 
s “gree (cf. Guthrie, 1979). Indeed, the pressure of work stemming from 
* discipline side prompted one of them to comment: 


l suppose I'l go for weeks and it will only be discipline problems really 
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: NT SECUN 
because, in my opinion, [the house] room is being used wrongly - as 
discipline room. 


(head of house: D: Ashton) 


So much had this become a feature of the head of house role that e 
ability of teachers in matters of discipline was seen to affect their prospe 
of selection to pastoral posts in the schools. Heads of house were n 


teachers who had problems of control in the classroom and as one of them 
indicated: 


Usually, House teachers appear to be appointed on a discipline bases. If 
they can keep good discipline, then they'll become a house teacher. 


Disciplineduties, none the less, 
staff. It puts th 
relationships wit 


posed some special problems for the house 
em in something of a dilemma in terms of their 
h pupils because they were called on to adopt a ‘Jekyll 
and Hyde'personality where, in one instance, they could be required to 
'discipline' a pupil and thus invoke an authoritarian distinction between 
the position of 'teacher' and ‘pupil’, while in the next they might need to 


break down such barriers in order to provide an effective counselling 
service: 


We have all applied for these jobs as house teachers and the house 
teacher's job originally was to be a 
means one has to have a Jekyll and 


. very rarely for yourself 
lationship with your own 
you get sent people to the 
hin the classroom. 


house. And one of the great problems is, 
house room with behaviour problems wit! 


ange ... er ... thing where you have got 
Some ... one moment you're sort of telling them off and trying to put ..- 


er... trying to sort of put them on the straight and narrow and the next 
moment you are trying to get their confidence because they might be 
depressed over something. 

(head of house: D: Ashton) 


The house staff at both schools w 


ere in general agreement that their 
pastoral role called for a degree of s 


ympathy and understanding with the 
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Pupils and that this required an attempt to break through any 
authoritarian relationship which might characterize a normal teacher/ 
pupil relationship but that where the house staff were called upon 
tegularly to deal with discipline problems it became progressively more 
difficult to establish the necessary rapport. The strain between the two 
aspects of the house teachers’ everyday duties existed in any case because 
they ordinarily had to conduct classroom lessons and thus maintain their 
Own control of the classroom as well as provide pastoral care and guidance 
for pupils who might happen by coincidence to be members of their class. 
As a head of house explained: 


When you are in the classroom you expect the kind of relationship 
where you are trying to help someone to solve a problem. Um ... it's 
difficult I think because it’s two different roles - two different images - 
and ... er... I find it difficult and I think the children find it difficult as 
well. Where do you stop being an authoritarian and where do you start 


ing someone who can offer help? 
(head of house: W : Ashton) 


The house staff recognized this and accepted it as part of the job but what 

they objected to was the additional strain imposed through having to deal 

With direct referrals which they considered as dealing with ‘other people’s’ 

Problems and constituting an inappropriate use of the house system. The 

abundance of ‘inappropriate’ referrals with which they had to deal put 

eg more pressure their already ambivalent relationship with the 
upils. 

Direct referrals also posed problems for house staff in terms of their 
availability to deal with the instant demands of such referrals and the 
Sometimes conflicting requirements of pastoral and classroom duties. 
those staff at both schools saw limitations being imposed by the fact ti 

CY received only 5 — 6 extra ‘free’ periods, over and above the norma 
à Ocation, in which to execute their duties as heads of house. Asa head of 

9use at Ashton put it: 


The house teacher has a certain amount of free periods a week, ...er... 
normally about 5 or 6 extra - which doesn't seem enough - um A 
uring which he’s supposed to get to know the pupils in his house we 
enough to write a report at the end of the course - at theend ofeach m 

Sei Pupil, which is quite a difficult thing to do in fact with 
ils. 
(head of house: H : Ashton) 
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The insufficient amount of extra 'free' periods available meant that ae 
house staff operated under very considerable pressures of time. This lac 
of time specifically allocated to house duties led one of the house e 
at Beechgrove to suggest that the house duties were more or less 
performed on top of teaching duties: 


1 
We only have ten periods considered to be for house work. So we're 
almost, you know, teachers ... full time teachers anyway. 


(head of house: M : Beechgrove) 


There was a further diminution of this time through the fact that much of 
it was specifically put aside for meetings. At Beechgrove a head of house 
indicated that, of the periods allocated for house duties, at least five every 
week were taken up with prearranged meetings concerned with careers 
guidance, welfare agencies and the headmaster. It was, then, perhaps à 
misnomer to call these periods 'free' since many of them were taken uP 
with predictable meetings which prevented the house teachers from being 
available at these times to deal with day-to-day problems. Patently these 
free periods did not provide sufficient time to cover the extra duties an 
the heads of house argued that the only way in which they could cope was 
to draw on other times in the day - lunchtime, morning and afternoon 
break, and even the time officially allocated for academic work. 


Sometimes lessons have to 80 by the board. Um .. 
says,'I want to see Mr W., such-and- 
W is actually teaching, 
while I come and inter 
about. 


. a parent arrives and 
such’s happened’, you know. Mr 
then someone has to come and sit in the lesson 
view the parent, and see what all the problem’s 


(head of house: W : Ashton) 


The problems of time allocation faced by the house teachers were 
exacerbated where the nature of the calls on their time were immediate 
and unpredictable. It was not the long-term counselling of pupils (which 
could be arranged for specific times) that posed problems for the house 


teachers so much as those duties which arose without forewarning an 


without prior notice. House staff were regularly called upon to deal with 
what they called ‘crisis’ events — such 


as dealing with a truculent pupil who 
had been sent from the classroom or 


5 t 

having to go to a classroom to ue 
out problems arising in that setting. In such cases it could not automatically 
be assumed that the (relevant) mei 


t 
mbers of the house staff were not 
themselves committed to classroo 


k isis 
m teaching. In the event of a bes B 
house staff might have to leave their own classroom in order to deal with 2 
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problem arisin 

E g elsewhere. Th i 

in such a situati Pu practical problems facing a h 

å o ps g a house teache 
R T Si n were identified by a head of house at Beechgrove m 


You have i 
e TAa aaps your priority at that moment. Very often the 
ER ps epe g gen because there's an irate parent or a distressed 
les bela. s nd you have to, at that time, make your priority. 
irri: wile ee e time. I’m lucky in that one of the subjects teach 
ide are doing horis doa to leave for a little while because when the 
Gach, whe ething they can get on with it. The other subject I 
foarte jene services, I rarely leave unless it really is an 
Daaih n , | ecause the class needs teaching the whole time and 
is cher volved every minute in the lesson with all of the kids in 
(head of house: M: Beechgrove) 


Because a 

duties fe nara eacher was also a subject teacher, the operation of house 
the house teach, Y into account the practical problems which arose from 
commitment ponte classroom commitment as well as the straightforward 
could be put in uties as head of house, so when ‘crises’ occurred they 
upon the cours ee of weighing one against the other in deciding 
that they wer & action to be taken. As a result, these heads of house felt 
choice bese Pages put in the undesirable position of having to make a 
to class teaching their commitment to house duties and their commitment 
Was less us E de kind of strain that could be reduced only where there 

€ of the direct mode of referral. 


I have by , 

sanel dle sce ruis down on the amount of time on this, I feel quite 

teacher will sa hte MEO, bea... um... prior arrangement whereby the 

8 problem, hrs lis xd r ve got such-and-such a class, so-and-so'causing 

um ... he'll com send him to you?’, and I might say, ‘Well, hang on... 

me.’ I would e to the lesson - if you are having problems, send for 
prefer to do it that way rather than him say, ‘Mr W's in 


O0! y 
m 8, he'll come at a moment's notice.’ 
(head of house: W : Ashton) 


ment’s notice’ was that it 
house teacher happened to 
hing of a dilemma. 


T 

i he practi 
nvolved | 
€ teachi 


č ^ 
e problem with 'coming at a mo 
hr Bac a classroom unattended if the 

this put the house teacher in somet 


t to leave to be... um... to 


Th 
ere are 

some groups I'd be very reluctan! 
hem alone and it's not only 


e ho 
nest H 
about it. I'd hate to have to leave t 
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the remedials but there are some groups you can't afford to leave on 
their own. You know, you might have to say to the secretary, ‘Would 
you ask so-and-so to wait for 10 minutes and I'll be down as soon asl 
can’, and ... um... there's that problem, you know. Just because you 
are house staff or you're in charge of this building shall we say, it 
doesn't mean to say that your pupils are just going to sort of obey your 
authority - I don't think that works at all. 


(head of house: W : Ashton) 


In an attempt to offset these strains on their commitment, the house staff 
at both schools had adopted an informal arrangement in which one of the 


heads of house would be in the house at most times to deal with the 
direct referrals. 


It’s interesting that at Ashton there’s now a system by which a house 
teacher is on duty continuously every lesson of the day ... and always in 
the house room. So that a teacher during any time of the day, can senda 
pupil to the house room where a house teacher will be found. It coul. 
be any house teacher, not necessarily the house teacher of the pupil 
concerned. In fact the house teachers operate very much on a group 
basis and it doesn't really matter whether the pupil who arrives is I^ 
your house or not, unless it's a particular. problem which is 
undoubtedly going to involve a great deal of counselling. When it comes 
to... um... disciplining of a ... a particular problem within a class 
who's really talking or throwing things around, or ... or fighting O° 
something of this kind, where it appears a quick solution may be foun 

- the house teacher in charge will just deal with it, and that'll be it- 


(head of house: H : Ashton) 


This was not an officially recognized arrangement but one that the house 
staff had developed to cope specifically with the conflict of commitment 
which might arise through direct referrals or when they were asked to dea 
with an immediate 'crisis' event. By informally arranging that at least one 
of them should be in the house room at most times of the school day ther® 
were the practical advantages of providing classroom teachers with a place 
and person upon which they could call for aid at any time, and ofallowin£ 
house teachers to continue their lessons with less chance of interruptio? 
or conflicting claims on their time. This system did not operate E 
perfection because of timetabling limitations, staff absenteeism, and 50 
on. Further the lower schools at Ashton had the difficulty that there Cre 
only two heads of house in each building. They did, however, draw s 
support of the head of the building in this respect. The increasing 


Pastoral Guidance 183 


discipline specialism of the house staff was, none the less, enhanced by this 
informal organization. Though the longer-term emotional disturbance 
problems were still dealt with in terms of house membership, the heads of 
house acted in a positional capacity qua ‘head of house’ rather than head 


of any particular house when called upon to deal with immediate ‘crisis’ 
Problems. 


If it's ... er... acrisisthingand the kid’s having hysterics or the teacher's 
having hysterics, then any of the house staff will deal with it, anybody 
that's here. Or if ... or, what happens quite often ... a message comes 
down and says could somebody come up and help with so-and-so, 
Whoever's in there - regardless of who the kid is - will go up and deal 
With it temporarily, but won't make any long-term arrangements. You 
* you'll deal with it at the moment and then pass it on to the 

appropriate head of house. 
(head of house: M : Beechgrove) 


i head of house on duty in the house room, then, could be called upon 
eal with problems which did not arise from pupils in their house and 
tn J acknowledged an obligation to deal with all situations of a 
eg ularly disruptive nature irrespective of the house of the offending 
E ; But by accepting the arrangement of having one member of he 
2r staff available at most times to deal with immediate problems, e 
cou à rcd involved themselves with the task of control (in addition to d e 
at Re ling which they regarded as their proper task) and further, i = 
situ generalized level. The way in which they were involved in contro 
ae did no Ited from a significant 
ities ledge of the personal problems of the pupil because in many 
no des they were called to cope with situations where their particular 
wledge of the pupil was no greater than that of other teachers. 


t reflect any expertise which resu 


The impl; 
implications of ‘direct referrals’ for teacher competence. 


Theipta:..., 

of e discipline specialism' as the heads of house saw it, was oisi 

Which Mas t and inappropriate' use of direct referrals ws em : 

Particu] Y associated not with classroom teachers in general but wi 
uar kind of teacher: 


As far as dis 


" 
UNcti m ... usually the house teacher's 
nction is t 


E o help the discipline of new members of staff who ae 5 y 
Will 6 Problems with discipline, for one reason or another, and who 


Send il i oblems with them. 
Pupils to a house teacher if aw us Fee i nu 


cipline is concerned ... u 
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It was specifically the new teachers, the young, uec o 
perienced and new arrivals who were considered to be t : iie fr 
would use the system in this ‘inappropriate’ manner. One exp s oie 
this, frequently proffered by experienced members of staff, was t se i 
teachers sometimes failed to realize that the most important i Lu 
being a successful teacher was to establish control of the class e en 
attempt at teaching could really be made. The colleges of kie: ME 
regarded as not equipping teachers with the kinds of m deir 
were relevant to real teaching situations and generally underp wis ie 
practical necessities of establishing control in the classroom. A. col M 
of education were accused of providing the schools with teachers ns 
were not willing enough to impose their authority and control on fal 
classroom situation and who were, in consequence, all too willing e Te 
back on to the services of the house staff to back up their control o 
classroom instead of coping with the problems themselves. 


Boa e 
Now, it may not be a criticism of teachers - it might be a criticism ge 
system that trains them - but many teachers coming into the T [The 
now, I feel, aren't willing to fight hard enough to get Din 'aren't 
house system] is providing a feather bedding for people w ds sent 
willing to try to win within the classroom situation. So, I get ki 
down here for various ... for very small things. itle thing 
There are people in this school who will, at the slightest little e my 
send a kid down here. Now you see I'm not marvellous, ! Vou 
discipline problems that I have to cope with in all the ways that doing 
ut sometimes people send a kid down here for chewing or not our 
his work or things like that. Now I maintain that if that happens in Y 
class, you ought to be able to solve these problems. 


) 
(head of house: D : Ashton 


ls 
Such understanding of 'excessive and inappropriate’ direct referri 
coloured the way in which the house staff dealt with the referrals- s of 
house staff, in practice, tegarded many of the referrals as problem was 
teacher control rather than problems of the particular pupil and pe 
no automatic assumption that pupils who were referred require! jour 
counselling in order to find the cause of their disruptive behav ai 
because the cause of that behaviour was often attributed to the classt© 
control of the teacher. As a house teacher at Ashton put it: 


ee ling 
It's my experience that house teachers spend a lot of their time de ker 
with high-spiritedness which the ... er ... the particular class t 


for 
had been unable to cope with and for which there’s no real need 
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counselling. And ... um ... it's due toa lack of experience on the side of 
the particular class teacher in charge. 
(head of house : H : Ashton) 


The problem in other words, was seen as the teacher not the pupil. As a 
head of house at Beechgrove pointed out, "They'll often come into teacher 
"A" or teacher "B" [heads of house] very often with problems created by 
colleagues and not of their own making. 
umerous instances were observed in the house room where direct 
referrals were greeted with a casual and light-hearted air which was 
ostensibly inappropriate. The heads of house appeared little concerned to 
Conduct counselling or dispense punishment. An example, characteristic 
of such Occasions, was afforded at Ashton when a ‘regular’ referral arrived 
at the room. Head of house (H), laughing, asked ‘And what have we been 
Oing today?’ The boy shrugged his shoulders and another member of the 
Ouse staff (D) in the room joined in the laughter. No detailed account of 
is referral was sought and the boy was told to sit and read for the rest of 
© Period. The reaction was explained by the head of house: 


“He's a regular. He's O.K., ... justa bit cranky. But some of the staff 


can't cope with him and he plays them up and gets sent down here. It's 
not his fault.” 


T 5 " 
= response of the teacher appeared to stem from the view that the 


i i NS 4 
el is exhibited in the classroom by the pupil need not be purely the 
Som xu. oF thie pupil. The ‘problem’ associated with a referral was 
“times interpreted as a result of the interaction of the teacher with the 


Ppi i r a : 
iden Not necessarily a result of a problem with either the pupil or the 


i Be well with John and when I teach John in the class e 
might n Someone else, for a reason which might be John's e ius x 
fore "tee teacher's fault, doesn’t get on well with John. And t ES 
therefore n Is causing trouble with another teacher and issent nio x 
the te: py to get John to fit into that situation and if necessary to g 
acher to fit into the situation. 

(head of house: 1 : Ashton) 
hen teach; 
act did 
Necessarily rd 
Particular tea 


£ à direct referral, then, the heads of house bore in mind the 
isruptive behaviour which gave rise to the referral might "a 

ect a problem of the pupil but might be an indication of a 
cher's inability to control the classroom generally or a 
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problem of control which arose between the teacher and the pupil as : 
personal factor. In other words they recognized that the referral could result 
from personal rather than personality factors, from situational rather than 
emotional problems. And where they considered that this was the case the 
house teacher role could not be directed purely at the pupil but had to take 
account of the teacher as well. Under such circumstances they suggested 


that their role was rather one of ‘mediating’ between the protagonists in à 
situation. 


Well, very often we are mediators in an offence. It sounds very grand 
but that is clearly what we are doing. And quite often we talk to children 
and we talk to staff, and then we will ask the staff if they would like to 
talk to the child again, and sometimes this works very well. 

(head of house: U : Ashton) 


The discretion with which house teachers acted not only reflected their 
understanding of the causes of the problem but also provided a possible 
source of conflict between the referring teacher and the house teacher. 
Referring teachers sometimes felt that the pupil being referred shouk 
receive some form of punishment from the house staff while, on the basis 
of their experience and pastoral expertise, the house staff considered that 
to punish the child would be inappropriate. The house teachers felt m 
once it had been referred to them, the problem would be dealt with by 
them and in the manner which they saw fit. In other words they reserve 


: : e 
the right to treat referrals according to their own interpretation t 
problem. 


You see we don't have the cane now ... but I know the situations when 
we did, where somebody would come in and say, ‘Would you please 
cane this child because they've done that’, and I think that is ludicrous 
If they’re Passing over the problem for you to deal with then they've go 
to expect that you'll deal with it in your own way. As long as yOu ea 
with 15 I mean, I always tell staff what I’ve done, but what I do is mY 
decision. If they're asking me to do it, I'm not necessarily going tO 
the heavy-handed bit — or maybe I am because maybe that colleague 
trough it was a very light thing - but I know that that kid has bee? 
terrible all week and this is just the last straw as far as I’m concerne ) 
(head of house: M : Beechgrov? 


For their part, 
this discretion. 
to referrals for 


— ut 
the classroom teachers were not always enthusiastic abo ü 
Their dissatisfaction was particularly noticeable in relatio ‘ 
disruptive behaviour where they tended to express * 
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opinion that the house staff were too lenient with the pupils and were not 
willing enough to punish them. 


Look, for instance, a child 
all right, gets a demerit an 
teacher calls the child a 
whether they have done 
their home background i 


gets a demerit for being cheeky or something, 

d then goes to the house teacher. The house 

nd gives him or her a talking-to, but more 

it in school and why they have done it, what 

th s, and they try to solve it psychologically. And 
€n perhaps after a week or so they call them back again, ‘Have you 

2s Now a bit better?', but it doesn’t really sink in that it’s a really 
Teadful thing, 


(Maths teacher: Ashton) 
en subject teachers were conscious that the treatment of referrals 
Perception My more on the disposition of the house teacher than on their 

Ove all | nature: ofthe classroom event provoking the referral. 
md tengadac Owever, when making direct referrals classroom teachers 
hands. er that the action which followed the referral was out of their 


Certa 
Was 


Autonomy, 


Given i + 
e sean fo es Open to the heads of house in the way they dealt with 
vident effect SO IO them, direct referrals had but one positive and self- 
ftom t e diera the Pupil's behaviour in the classroom - to eliminate it 
Particular a SÉ Setting. In the terms of classroom control this had 
UE Teacher d the immediacy of its impact on disruptive 
Out a Problem "id not have to wait for a chance to pass on messages 
the hea S of h Pupil and continue to suffer while counselling work by 
Ould e ect me filtered down into improved classroom behaviour. They 
St referral ee aig beneficial results. At first glance, therefore, 

9r class Com e the house system would seem to be an enticing strategy 
Part o i us ie and it would seem reasonable to expect to see it as 
a of their eee bee of methods used by teachers for this vital 
ers "Sut, in practice, it was evident that the established 
arked disinclination to send troublesome pupils to 

efe P^ Young d as the heads of house said with a certain unanimity, it 
Tals, inexperienced staff who were the major users of 


experience and ‘direct’ referrals 


ehavio, 


S reti 
Ce 
Weir unwi PE of the experienced teache 
Te ve us to hand over their pro 
lous about sending pupils 


TS, it seemed, owed much to 
blems to someone else. They 
down to the house room or 
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calling a member of the house staff to deal with a pupil in their classroom 
because to do so might imply that they could not cope with the problem 
alone - and this was a dangerous implication. Calling on someone else to 
help in the routine control of a class suggested, to colleagues and pupils 
alike, that the teacher was unable to deal with matters ‘autonomously’ and 
was thus failing in a vital aspect of the job. : 
The heads of house themselves were quite sensitive to this point- 
Because they, like the other 'experienced' teachers, felt that subject 
teachers should normally be able to control their own classes, they tende 
to regard regular calls for assistance through direct referrals as an 
indictment on the competence of the referring teacher. Because of this, 
any intervention by the heads of house by their own admission neede 
very delicate handling. As a head of house at Ashton put the point: 


Teachers generally would feel ... I myself as a teacher would feel ... um 
. rather than as a house teacher ... that it is important that a class 
teacher is able to keep control of his own class, because no matter how 
carefully a house teacher puts himself in a position of walking into 
someone else's class or being sent someone else's problem, ... um +++ 
however carefully he may attempt to approach the subject of why the 
particular teacher had to send the pupil to the house teacher, he needs 
to avoid the impression of ... of failure by the class teacher to discipline 
the child himself. 
_ Its very difficult to escape from the fact that this is rather the 
impression the pupils get. They're certainly aware that some teachers 
send pupils to house teachers and others do not. For example, they arè 
themselves taught by people who are house teachers, and they at 
aware that house teachers don’t send pupils to other house teacher? 


They are also aware that ... er ... many of the senior members of 562 
would not operate discipline in this way. 


I think i i en 
the pupils are aware that it’s um ... that um ... that teacher 
send them to house te 


achers because they themselves can't cope: '* à 
often been the case that pupils have in fact refused to leave the roo™ 
and the teacher's had to send for a house teacher to come and take them 
out. There's never any trouble. As soon as house teacher arrives © 
pupil's perfectly willing to go .. in my experience. I think that the 
pupils feel that it's a shortcoming of the teacher in charge. 


(head of house: H : Ashton) 
On this kind of occasion the relationship between the house teacher and 


the classroom teacher became very delicate. Whether or not the hous? 
teachers felt they were impugning the authority of the classroom teache 
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they were at 


Pains to give the i i is w: i 
S. g e impression that this was not in fact the case. 


Poetis iac oe that i these situations it was important not to 
n eai pneum which pupils may already have been fostering 
staistance fra a unable to cope and had therefore to call for 
the'beads oth ead of house and, as part of professional etiquette, 

ouse attempted to disguise the purpose and implications of 


their pres ; 
en sacle 
fee's e ce in order to prevent the possibility of the teacher’s ‘losing 
n front of the pupils. 


I think 
nk t s ; r : ; 
PIG Ni ig appreciate from time to time if you do go into a 
à vhere there is noise, and the younger member of staff's 


defi ite Š des 
pee d re difficulties ... um ... go in for any particular reason 
Tou beta ook or something or ask for a chalk. Um ... the class, you 


the way d SN difficult... um ... it does have some effect on 
Dterviewer: Y, ii 
: Yes, I XE e this sort of tactic then, go in under a pretence? 
thing here Eis at rather than ... um ... I think there is a professional 
this little Bas ough some people say they don’t mind, and obviously in 
room and... Pars where you close the door the teacher is in the 
a particular EE . ede argue in control of that particular group for 
aving difficult o me Um...and really ifa teacher's, for instance, 
Under control d sends for me and the pupils then immediately come 
Or him but we ZT more-or-less say to the teacher, ‘Well, we'll behave 
this a goad ag on’t behave for you!’ You know... um... don't think 
Over, it would "| and it’s... um... or if went into the lesson and took 
the pupils ar place that teacher in a very difficult position ... because 
are there obviously and can see what's happening. 
Tv i (head of house: W : Ashton) 
tisk of Yoo: 
teacher ro ha face’ was heightened, of course, where the house 
dad Episode T Ah delicate in his/her treatment of the problem. 
tne a suppl ton served to illustrate the point. I had been 
Ucted an denas at one of the lower school sites and 
teach. Were in her id with her. The methods of teaching she 
impact she felt this to hy authoritarian’, because as a supply 
se the a Control in new e the best method of gaining immediate 
Ouse system be situations. As a rule she would not attempt to 
in the. noted, Not lon PET of practical difficulties like those we have 
Ve , Middle of the t 8 after the interview she rushed into the staffroom, 
and a “ver been so h eaching period, bursting into tears and exclaiming, 
8ain in the co umiliated in all my life!’, a phrase she repeated time 
urse of accounting for what had happened. The source 
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of this humiliation and embarrassment was explained thus: S e 
particular class (acknowledged by her colleagues to be ‘difficult ee EE 
noisy and inattentive and responded to none of her pleas for or she 
threats of detention. In desperation, and against her normal Lage qoi 
had sought the aid of a head of house. The head of building, w come 
deputizing for a head of house at the time, had been unable gen a 
immediately and the teacher had returned to the classroom. She Ms she 
detention and managed to start the lesson. To her satisfaction, t * he ha 
had gained control of the class and no longer needed the e ts have 
sought. Five minutes later the head of building was allege Fox sb; 
stormed into the classroom and taken a seat with the pupils. In eive y 
she was effectively undermining the authority and status ofthe de "eid 
implying, in front of the pupils, that the fault lay with the teacher, n rur 
the pupils. In the dumbfoundment that followed, the supply abbed 
hesitated and faltered, in response to which the head of building pps 
the lesson notes and chalk and literally proceeded to take over the hasize 
Not only was it the supply teacher who was embarrassed. She emP e very 
later in accounting for what happened that the pupils too E^ ^ those 
embarrassed. Pupils were so acutely conscious of the situation t d for it, 
nearby apparently whispered things to the effect, ‘I wouldn't stan ep 
Miss. I'd walk out if I was you.’ She did in fact leave the room: ve 
the anguish of such utter humiliation until reaching the sanctuary 
staffroom where she burst into tears. 

This event illustrated the possibility, which could not have sar r for 
notice of the other members of staff, that to call upon another teac h the 
help was to run the risk of publicly ‘losing face’. Despite this, thoug holly 
insensitive action of the head of building in this case was seen tO bew ion: 
unacceptable and petitions to that effect were immediately set inp a 
It was an example (and in its extremity rare example) of the risks invo p 
for staff when seeking aid for situations in ‘their’ classrooms from O" d 
members of staff. The head of building in this instance had ene 
humiliation for the classroom teacher, a near outrage from other membe ó 
of staff who became aware of the event, by showing disregard for fh 
sensitive areas of teaching. She had covertly challenged the competence " 
the teacher and she had violated the privacy of the teaching context. Bu 
the important point to note is that both aspects were opened for violation 
only because of the initial request for help in controlling a class- 


Summary and conclusion 


At both Ashton and Beechgrove, as we have seen, the house system W25 
used not just in connection with the long-term pastoral welfare of the 
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Pupils z 

Siwy i ce v to control in the classroom. Despite the 

With the routine a ls of house, the house systems had become bound up 

arrangements to rented Gs of control and had developed informal 

Unofficial function es with the practical difficulties posed by this 
Ouse would be ae 4 Tota system had been adopted so that a head of 
irect referrals th RIE the house room to receive, or attend to, any 

E oe at arose during lesson times. 

Sources, Fit. ih deal with direct referrals stemmed from two main 

Communications at were the organizational factors of time and 
instigated to bak ich heightened the prospects of referrals being 
about emerging dead control rather than to inform the heads of house 

SSSTOOm teach otional or welfare problems experienced by a pupil. 
Militated agai ers and tutors suffered constraints of time which 

Ouse ]i ie. bé ons of the personal mode of referral and the heads of 

APPropriate probl Br a lack of time to investigate and discover 

ad a bearing on ems for themselves. These practical constraints of time 

made aware of Saget with the result that heads of house were 

Temedial pelt Y a small minority of pupils in their houses warranting 

Isruptive DRM is were predominantly the pupils exhibiting 
e n class. 

i t sag) Source of pressure to deal with direct referrals came from 
teferrals in a "experienced members of staff who allegedly used direct 
main Users uU TM and inappropriate manner. They were seen as the 

control becau: 5 fo house system as a means for bolstering classroom 
Mvolve colle: se; or reasons of choice or necessity, they were prepared to 
to aid ¢ R agues in ‘their own’ control problems. Use of direct referrals 
advantages room control, though, was a precarious practice and its 
after all, a needed to be weighed against its potential drawbacks. It was, 
iscourage Sad frowned upon by the heads of house and explicitly 
to the residual t e official guidelines because it inevitably posed a threat 
rect referral p ner of authority vested in the classroom teacher. A 
Pupil our ks P. e involved ‘passing the buck’ by sendinga troublesome 
classroom to de 1 assroom or, if it meant the house teacher coming to the 
ìt involved tr eal with a pupil, it becameall the more problematic because 
implications Pan on the privacy of the classroom with its additional 
€ pupils vn residual control of the teacher, and took place in front of 

Of the head ofl Ee far from unaware of the connotations of the presence 
Biving theii ouse. In either case, use of the direct referral ran the risk of 
teacher PON el to colleagues and pupils alike that the referring 
could imp] una le or unwilling to maintain control without outside help. It 
class miu in other words, a dual failing in the teacher: to control the 

Operate autonomously. 
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Teachers generally value autonomy (Grace, 1972; dien, Te 
McPherson, 1972) but direct referrals potentially. t P s icd 
autonomy. Direct referrals not only threatened the isolation of the Samet 
classroom by providing a publicly available indicator of classroom c Ape 
but also threatened the autonomy of the teacher by possibly constituti A. 
invitation to another teacher to enter the classroom and psp 3 
running of that classroom. When a house teacher was ca rk d 
classroom to deal with a truculent pupil there were implications of fa im 
- failure of the classroom teacher to achieve the necessary contro bo 
his/her own — and this was likely to entail a loss of faceand embarrassm 
for the teacher which was evident to both colleagues and pupils. de 

This would explain the reluctance of experienced staff to draw on i. 
services of the house system. Experienced teachers were wary of using thé 
house system because their 'experience' allowed them to recognize D 
implicit failure entailed. They appreciated that it could be ely 
indicative of the teacher’s inability to control the classroom - a vat. " 
available’ indicator of (lack of) classroom control. Direct ps a 
effect, provided a gauge of the situation which existed behind the c ue 
doors of the classroom; an alternative to noise for assessing the spain is 
control in the closed classroom. And experienced teachers, cognisan 
this implication, were reluctant to engage in such referrals. 


Conclusion 


The sociological perspective on classroom control adopted in this book 
has been based on the sociology of work and organizations and, as we 
noted in the Introduction, this perspective has an inherent tendency to 
focus on classroom control as a feature of the teacher’s world of work in 
terms of teacher's perceptions of their job. The result of this is that, while 
Pupils’ attitudes and behaviour have been examined as a crucial part of the 
phenomenon - inexorably bound up with teachers’ efforts to get control - 
the conclusions tend to dwell on the implications of the findings for 
teachers more than pupils. This emphasis on teachers is justifiable to the 
extent that teachers are the instigators and proponents of classroom 
control. As we saw in Chapter 1, the evidence leaves little doubt that 
responsibility for classroom control is a basic feature of the work of the 
schoolteacher. It is embedded in society’s delegation of rights and duties 
to the teacher, the school organization’s allocation of responsibilities and 
the expectations held by both teachers and pupils about the competent 
teacher. But pupils can never be eliminated from the scene because it is 
only through interaction with pupils that it is sensible to think of 
Successful or unsuccessful attempts to establish control. Classroom 
control without the class is nonsense. 

This element of interaction is apparent when we consider the qualities 
of the ‘good? teacher. In view of the importance attached to control as part 
of the work of the teacher it would be easy to assume that being good at 
control is enough to qualify a teacher as ‘good’. However, not only does 
the ‘good’ teacher have to have some other attributes and skills relating to 
the learning element of the job, but also proficiency at teaching requires 
the ability to achieve good personal relationships with the pupils, a point 
indicated recently by both Docking (1980) and Saunders (1979) in their 
Separate reviews of research findings concerned with the characteristics of 
good’ teaching. Empathy and respect for the pupils, along with 
Predictability, compassion, firmness, a sense of humour, impartiality and, 
9' course, an ability to put over the subject, all seem vital to this broader 
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concept of the ‘good’ teacher. Having made this point, it is also purs 
there are many situations where these other attributes will be he ; a 
relatively low esteem. In schools with a ‘low achievement orientation’, a 
we saw in Chapters 2 - 4, the control element of the job can take $ 
mammoth proportions and can dictate the major requirements for 
success as a teacher. Obviously, under extremely adverse doit 
teacher who is good at control but no good at the other skills associate 
with teaching, might, in fact, survive quite well and be regarded T 
competent on the basis of the control factor alone. Fewer demands wou 
be placed on the teacher in terms of proficiency at a specialist subject or 
developing pastoral relationships with the pupils. But this will depend on 
the extent to which the particular school or the particular class exhibits a 
low achievement orientation, and it needs to be recognized that in most 
cases competent teaching requires more than just the ability to control a 
class. It requires a teacher to be able to gain control and in addition to 
develop the academic and pastoral sides of the work. ’ 

It would be wrong, though, to believe that classroom control is simply 
one amongst many of the skills needed for competent teaching. According 


to the teachers, especially at Ashton and Beechgrove, the ability to get 
control is a fundamental Prerequisite for com 


cannot be compensated for by 
they were concerned, n 


there. 


But what constitutes classroom control? This, as we have stressed, 
depends on the social ci 


physical arrangements that 
what passes for classroom control. The 

ts foster and re-inforce the idea of 
€ idea of the teacher's job as primarily to 
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keep them that way (that is, an ethos of privacy). This means that despite 
the importance given to classroom control, teachers are in a rather bad 
Position to assess the competence of their colleagues in this respect. There 
are, it is true, a number of ways in which information about other aspects 
of the classroom performance of a teacher can be gathered. Examination 
basses, for instance, allow colleagues to make some pretty well-founded 
judgements about how good a teacher has been at putting over the 
specialist subject, particularly in the light of any knowledge they have 
about the ability and motivation of the group of pupils involved. Or lower 
down the school, at the start of a new school year when teachers take over 
a new class, the work of the previous teacher will become apparent in terms 
of what material the pupils have covered and how well they have covered 
it. But as it was argued in Chapter 3, the nature of teachers’ work and the 
Organizational set-up in which it occurs do not lend themselves to strict 
accountability and, though teachers might be held to account in a rather 
loose way on the academic part of their work, there is, at least officially, no 
counterpart upon which the control side of teachers’ work can be judged. 
Teachers are consequently faced with a dearth of formal information 
about this side of the job. 

There are, by contrast, informal ways and means of assessing how wella 
teacher is coping in terms of control. Watching how a teacher deals with 
events outside the classroom is one such means. Over a period of time 
teachers will have witnessed others coping with difficult pupils in the 
more public areas of the school - the corridors, playground, outside the 
Staffroom — and will be able to draw certain conclusions from these 
Observations about the teacher's ability to control pupils. Alternatively 
&ossip provides a major source of information about how good teachers 
are and it acts as an important form of informal communication in 
Schools. Pupils pass on observations in class about other teachers, 
anecdotes get told in the staffroom, and reputations get established all as 
Part of normal school life. Such gossip, naturally enough, covers 
classroom control as well as a teacher's strengths or weaknesses at putting 
Over their subject or being a likeable person. But when it comes to first- 

nd knowledge about other teachers’ abilities to establish control during 
lessons there is an acute shortage of information. In fact, under typical 
teaching conditions, when it comes to first-hand information about how 
800d a teacher is at getting classroom control pupils would seem to be ina 

etter position than teachers because, during the course ofa normal week, 
b "e a variety of teachers in operation and have a chance to E 
bi Performances. Teachers do not normally have this opportunity. To 

Sess whether or not a particular teacher has got control of the class they 
cannot directly observe events because the lessons tend to be hidden from 
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view by the four walls and closed door that isolates the separate classes so, 
instead, they have to interpret any hints about the situation which manage 
to transcend the isolation of the classroom. The staff almost inevitably 
rely on what we can call ‘publicly available indicators’ of control since 
they are not in the position to see for themselves what is going on. As we 
noted in Chapters 5 and 6, there are two such sources of information 
which provide vital clues about a teacher's ability to control the class: 


l noise emanating from classrooms, 
2 excessive use of outside help to get classroom control. 


The point about these two sources of publicly available information is 
that, by transcending the isolation of the classroom, they provide 
information that is in one sense more direct than gossip or inferences 
made on the basis of a teacher's efforts in the corridor, playground, and so 
on. Because they provide clues about a teacher's performance that have 
not been filtered through gossip and because they are a direct product of 
the teacher's classroom performance, they offer some firm evidence about 
classroom control. 

The significance of these channels of publicly available information is 
not simply that noise and outside help might indicate control problems. 
As well as this they go against the idea of privacy and, from what was 
established in Chapters 5 and 6, privacy would seem to be a vital part of 
successful teaching in conventional circumstances. It is part and parcel of 
the radical individualism that permeates teaching and which fosters 
teachers’ claims to both autonomy over classroom decisions and claims to 
professional status (see Chapter 3). Practices which jeopardize this 
privacy by providing publicly available information about what is 
happening behind the closed doors of the classroom, therefore, cut deep 
at the heart of teaching. It is this fact, as well as the more immediate 
implications for the appearance of control in the classroom, which 
explains the dire consequences of ignoring the informal code of conduct 
amongst staff in respect of noise levels and the use of outside help to help 
establish control. The implications need to be seen, in other words, not 
simply in terms of any particular individual's ability to get classroom 


control but in terms of a set of wider beliefs about the work of teachers 
captured in the culture of privacy. 


The aims of control strategies are, logically to protect the privacy of the 
classroom by protectin 


3 i g the impression of control to outsiders. The 
asente of noise and requests for help tend to lead to the conclusion that 
all must be well in terms of classroom control. But the strategies, 
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themselves, need to conform to the culture of privacy. Methods for 
achieving control under these circumstances tend to be: 


(1) individualized, in the sense that responsibility rests with the 
individual classroom teacher rather than discipline specialists or 
dependence on help from other classroom teachers and 

(2) Personalized, in the sense that classroom teachers cannot depend 
on either official authority or technical aids in their efforts to 
establish control. The circumstances dictate that teachers rely on 
charisma, or a repertoire of control strategies that effectively 
routinize the charisma, and that control is negotiated between the 
pupils and teacher at a personal rather than official or technical 
level. 


It is new and inexperienced teachers who tend to be accused of lacking 
classroom control. From what we have argued, any failing in this vital 
Sphere of teaching might be because they are less likely than experienced 
teachers to appreciate the significance that can be attached to factors 
Which transcend the isolation of the classroom but, perhaps, more likely, 
it may be because they have yet to master the strategies for dealing with the 
threats and thus managing to actually protect the desired privacy. In 
Chapter 2 we noted that most newcomers were clued in to the 
fundamental requirements of the work as a result of their experiences as 
Pupils in class, so it is likely that for most newcomers the problem of 
classroom control is not one of recognizing that 'noise' or 'outside help' 
pose problems, it is getting to grips with the strategies that eliminate or at 
least satisfactorily cope with the amount of noise and the need to call on 
colleagues for help in the first place. They are, as it was explained in 
Chapter 2, usually familiar with the Hidden Pedagogy and what they lack, 
if anything, is expertise at the strategies to implement it. 


Teacher perceptions of classroom control 


The consequence of all this is that teachers’ understanding of classroom 
control generally involves an amalgam of five related ideas: 


(1) Classroom control exists when a teacher can, to his/her 
satisfaction, direct events during a lesson without calling on 
colleagues for help. Preferably this involves the teacher, working 
as an individual, managing to obviate any challenges to his/her 
tight to direct events; realistically it means coping with, 
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(2) 


(3) 


(5) 


containing and quashing efforts by pupils to move from the path 
set by the teacher. This applies to progressive approaches which 
try to minimize the teacher's directoral role as well as to more 
traditional approaches. 

Classroom control depends not so much on an absolute state of 
affairs in class so much as the absence or presence of certain 
indicators of control. Pupil-initiated noise is crucial in this 
context. Such noise is generally regarded as antithetical to a 
learning context and, on the assumption that a teacher's job is to 
create a learning context, it is taken to be indicative of a failing on 
the part of the teacher to direct events appropriately. Pupil- 
initiated noise, therefore, comes to imply poor classroom 
control. 

In terms of classroom control, it is not the 'cause' of pupil 
behaviour which troubles the teacher, but its effect on the 
appearance of control in class. ‘Disruptive behaviour’, then, gets 
gauged according to its actual or potential impact on indicators of 
classroom control - which explains why noisy behaviour, or 
behaviour which requires the class teacher to call on other 
teachers for assistance, pose major problems for the teacher. 
Such behaviour is likely to produce what colleagues might take to 
be evidence of poor control in the class and suggests to all 
involved that the teacher is failing on this vital aspect of the job. 
Threats to control cut deep at the heart of the teacher's classroom 
credibility. There are situations in the work of teaching where 
teachers feel they can hope to do little more than exercise control 
over their pupils. In these circumstances, the task of teaching is 
likely to involve little more than an effort to ‘keep 'em quiet’ for 
the duration of the lesson, and to do so without calling for 
assistance from colleagues. This is a minimum survival situation 
that calls for nothing more than a holding operation on the part 
of the teacher. In most cases, however, such an effort to obtain 
quiet orderliness is seen as a means to an end rather than an end in 
itself. It is seen as an essential prerequisite without whic 
teaching proper cannot proceed - a foundation upon which the 
teacher can build a method for teaching the subject of the lesson- 
For this reason, a challenge to control is a challenge to the 
fundamental part of a teacher's skill and a competence at the job. 
Control relies on a constant negotiation between teacher an 
Pupils about the extent of conformity, involvement and effort 
Pupils are to give. Teachers are in the stronger bargaining 
Position but, none the less, they see classroom control 25 
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something that needs to be nurtured and reinforced as a frequent 
and routine part of the job. 


This reprise of points raised in earlier chapters serves two purposes. First, 
it shows clear links between the analysis of teacher training (with the notion 
of the Hidden Pedagogy), school organization (with its emphasis on the 
closed classroom and individual responsibility for control) and classroom 
strategies (which, among other things, go some way to protecting the 
Privacy of the teaching situation). It demonstrates the pervasive nature of 
classroom control for the work of teachers and emphasizes the convention 
that control is accomplished alone. Italso raises some further points about 
classroom control, more or less implicit in the preceding analysis which 
deserve consideration as a conclusion to the sociological perspective 
adopted on classroom control. 


Classroom control is a socially constructed phenomenon 
From what we have seen about teachers’ understanding of classroom 
Control it is obviously unacceptable to treat classroom control simply asa 
state of affairs in a classroom. What is actually happening in class is 
certainly relevant but, whether control is deemed to exist in a particular 
class is dependent not just on an absolute state of affairs in class but also 
on the extent to which outsiders are to infer that control, or lack of 
control, exists in the class. This in turn depends on the extent to which 
those outside the classroom are made aware of events behind the closed 
oor and the extent to which activities in class come to threaten the 
Privacy of the setting (by generating noise or, perhaps, inviting the need 
for outside help to quell behaviour). This is not to suggest that only those 
ehaviours which jeopardize classroom privacy will be deemed control 
Problems, but it does suggest that these will receive priority treatment by 
teachers in recognition of the rather nasty repercussions they can have on 
the teacher’s reputation outside the particular lesson. As we saw in 
Chapter 5, quiet recalcitrance, like reading a comic at the back of the class, 
I5 certainly seen as a problem in most lessons but it is far less urgent or 
threatening than noisy behaviour in class - possibly even noisy behaviour 
linked with the aims of the lesson itself. The problem of control, from the 
teacher's point of view, is first and foremost dictated by the need for 
Privacy and only secondly by the desire to instigate learning in class. In 
answer to the question, ‘What is control?", then, we are led to conclude 
that teachers themselves would take ‘quiet orderliness’ as the baseline for 
recognizing whether or not it exists because quiet orderliness serves to 
ae the impression of control by preserving the privacy of the classroom 
"ation. PupiLinitiated noise, in contrast, tends to symbolize the absence 
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of control and it is noisy pupil behaviour which creates the most urgent 
control problems during lessons. 


Teacher competence is dependent on informal modes of understanding and action 
Teacher competence, it has been evident, is largely bound upwith informal 
practices, informal interpretations of events anda general understanding of 
the situation which comes from the community of teachers. Competence, 
therefore, depends on becoming part ofa culture. Competence asa teacher 
quite clearly does not come automatically as a result of the official mandate 
from society (Chapter 1) or official authority within the school 
organization (Chapter 2). Though both stress the responsibility of the 
teacher to control the class and delegate certain rights and duties in this 
respect, they provide no guarantee that a teacher will, in fact, be able to 
exercise control. In reality, competence is to be found in action not in status. 
Control, a prerequisiste to competence, demands a set of practices that 
need to be learnt and administered in accord with the situation and neither 
an official mandate nor teaching qualifications for that matter act as the 
basis for this (Denscombe, 1980c). 

The question is, where do teachers learn the kind of interpretation and 
action that allows them to be competent? The answer, arrived at in 
Chapters 1, 2 and 3, is that it is not to be found in the official kinds of 
directives about teacher behaviour because, at best, these provided only 
scant outlines covering broad objectives and, at worst, they could prove 
hopelessly irrelevant or inadequate for the urgent needs of the teacher in 
the classroom. The law, local authority regulations and school rules give 
teachers certain rights and duties, and they dictate some of the methods 
available to the teacher in the classroom but, in practice, no teacher coul 
succeed through relying on these skeleton rules. Itisnouseeither, as wesaw 
in Chapter 2, expecting pedagogies to provide the answer because, here 
actions are geared to broad parameters of action 
dieci ca! principles rather than the complex and harsh realitiesof 

, c assroom situation. What teachers need inordertosurviveand emerge 
a Fac ea are detailed grounds for actingin the classroom- something 
i They eng acl AY Polen a ae e 
is d "ung geared to the real world ofthe classroom wi 

cate and complicated social relationships and something geared to 

the demands they meet during lessons for immediate decisions on a host O 

simultaneous things. 

ee mn rules fora fon come from? They come, in the pe 

culture. They share mem beli pan "ir ap a ME um 
official rules and poli SS cs about the job that do not arise fro 
Policies but which are generated and perpetuate 
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informally by social contact in school. There is, as in most occupations, an 
informal culture amongst teachers and it is this culture that goes along way 
to providing the entrant to the profession with a way of seeing events and 
making decisions in a ‘competent’ fashion. There is, as we suggested in 
Chapter 2, a Hidden Pedagogy contained in the culture of teaching which 
Provides guidelines for teacher activity and which is the basis for teacher 
competence. In every sense the Hidden Pedagogy is an informal 
phenomenon. It is, none the less a powerful and pervasive feature of the 
world of teaching and one that new entrants to the profession are generally 
Primed to accept. Their willingness to embrace the Hidden Pedagogy, as 
Chapter 2 indicated, comes from their classroom experience as pupils in 
which, having observed teachers at work over a long period of time, they 
developed a shrewd picture of what competence asateacher required. This 
Picture seems to become deep-set enough to resist the principles of 
pedagogy espoused during training and emerge relatively unscathed soon 
after the newcomer enters the classroom as a teacher. There is, in other 
words, a rather fundamental continuity in the world of teaching based on 
Classroom experience, first as a pupil and later as a teacher, and this 
Perpetuates the Hidden Pedagogy. Clasroom control, of course, figures 
highly in this and, for those who embrace this Hidden Pedagogy, there are 
implicit guidelines for action which govern what they interpret as 
'sruptive behaviour, what they should treat as a control problem and 
what priority should be given to remedy different sorts of behaviour. 


The Hidden P edagogy can be a subtle source of resistance to innovation 
“ny innovation which is to be effective has to be accepted and 
Implemented by those who work at the chalk-face - the teachers. From 
What we know about teachers’ understanding of their situation, however, 
there are some things which are likely to prove unacceptable. The reason 
EU, following the notion of the Hidden Pedagogy, is that classroom 
eXperience presents itself to teachers as a reality that dictates which 
Practices are reasonable and which are not. Classroom experience, in 
: fect, tenders some kind of alternative practices completely unthinkable. 
This does not mean that the alternatives are incomprehensible - certainly 
se about all aspects of, for instance, liberal, progressive pedagogy ey 
m to teachers in as much as the ideas and ambitions can be grasped. 
Meer is that some of the ideas linked with m penam M 
Speakis as unfeasible and, in this sense, unrealistic. in a manne = 
co ing, then, classroom experience has a hegemonic influ | 
rolling the range of alternatives that can be considered as rea 
Possibilities and, more to the point, by excluding others. ; 
eachers, of course, are aware that decisions about staffing, material 
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resources and classroom design are essentially ease € 
ultimately, these can be ae by N raa ae 
vledging the politically inspire e i mel 
Fere Pew, iis Mes their working lives towards coming ris tercia 
circumstances rather than striving to change these by political a quss 
classroom arena and the political arena are seen, for the most part, aqu 
distinct arenas of activity with the kind of activity appropriate bec 
classroom having to accept rather than negotiate the circumstance Lee 
to exist. The resources, clientele and classrooms are things that teac Pm 
individuals, can do little to alter in the short run and the edid pue 
them is that, while they might not support the policy decisions d 7 d 
the classroom circumstances and might even be politically active in fig d 
those policies, in the classroom they can hardly ignore the preva 
ditions. Cae 

The constraints experienced as a result of these ‘prevailing conditions «m 
as the basis for a conservatism in the practice of teaching. They pen 
teachers to avoid certain kinds of innovatory practice. In particular, as e 
can see from Chapters 5 and 6, those innovations that threaten the queis 
of the classroom by undermining the autonomy of the teacher exo 
generating increased (pupil-initiated) noise are the kind that create anaa 
amongst experienced staff because, however innocuous P was dcn s 
might appear at first glance, they are extremely radical and fly in the fac 


cus i 2 AP room 
both tradition and, possibly more important, the prevailing class 
conditions. 


; n 
pe classroom experience, EST 
p-rooted conservatism of prac 


g by encouraging the teachers to approach their job 
in such a way that generation after generation of pupils experience 
socialization that stresses the need 

tolerate boredo 
final arbiters 
prevailing circums 
ideology conti 


Classroom control is context specific 


s i oom 
Throughout this book we have stressed the need to recognize pe 
control asa context-specific Phenomenon. Fromasociological perspe 
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it is absurd to treat classroom control in absolute terms as consisting of an 
Objective set of criteria. Answering the question, ‘What is classroom 
control?’, we have seen that it depends on the circumstances, and what we 
have done is to explore the way the prevailing circumstances of the closed 
classroom moulds teachers’ and pupils’ understandings about classroom 
control. The contrast with Cedars served to emphasize the point that what 
Passes for control depends on the situation at hand. The same applies, of 
Course, in terms of the differing demands imposed by ‘low achievement 
Oriented’ schools when compared with more academically oriented 
Schools. Though classroom control remains fundamental to teacher 
competence in either instance, its importance as an indicator of successful 
teaching, will obviously be far greater in the former type of school. Again, 
We have to see how the nature of classroom control varies according to the 
Particular time, Different times of the day, week or term, and even different 
Phases during a lesson, carry with them implications for classroom control 
in the sense that they each invoke different standards by which to judge 
whether behaviour is ‘out of control’. 


a agnosis to Prognosis: recommendations concerning 
assroom control 


The Purpose of this book has been first and foremost to describe and 
yalyse the reality of classroom control as perceived by those involved. 
ere has been no attempt to suggest how things ought to be, and not too 
BAN emphasis on how things might be other than in the comparison of 
«Pen classrooms at Cedars with the closed classrooms of Ashton and 
eechgrove, Having now reflected on the participants’ experience of the 
con omenon of classroom control, the concluding chapter waren = 
based ete without some brief comment in the form of recommenda’ 
vo the description and analysis. NECI T aoe 
attentio "hommendations will be necessarily limited in tl e J ibus 
Contro] s ERE there are aspects of the phenomenon of clas oa 
9f scho, ch ich are so fundamentally interwoven with current concep! ion 
ut of - VAS that certain Possible recommendations for change get 2: a 
Bives is st. Consider, for instance, compulsory attendance at sc S alt 
Skills of toa level of resentment and hostility by pupils irrespective 
al Particular teachers or the specific ethos of the school. Resistance 
position are, for all intents and purposes, made inevitable by 
ispariti” attendance at schools whose organization rests brag nai 
Workload Of authority between teachers and pupils, rigid ed 3 , 
by the ¢| S determined by the curriculum, and spatial boundaries ictatec 
“osed classroom, Obliged to attend, pupils are also obliged to sit 
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i in the 
through lessons and follow a pattern of Mask. Nus gon ec e: 
subject syllabus. They are obliged to conform to oe e um e 
dress and hierarchies of authority that might lead a vis: a iere a 
wonder why the body of pupils are so passive. A abe in a setting 
forgiven for asking why there is so little retaliation by pupi ye 
that is blatantly hostile to their personal liberties and identity. | ewm 
view of their experience of schooling, the outsider would cn eee es 
posing the ee se pees ee is there not m 

i i nd violence in today’s schools? : ) 

Di we like sheep and denied basic rights, a conflict of interests is pote 
or less built into conventional schooling in a way that only massive ier 
in the direction of deschooling seem likely to cure. For most of the pu je 
most of the politicians and most of the educationalists, em zs 
deschooling measures appear to seem unpalatable, _unrealisti 
futuristic, and for them the whole issue of control is limited in m ade 
suggestions that can be contained within the contemporary, Los MA em 
notion of schooling. The question becomes how to vincia dt ee 
resolve control problems within the context of compulsory atten: v Ld 
formally organized schools. And here attention must get par ils of 
changes that can be made to the motivation of the pupils, or the ski end 
the teachers, or the organizational context within which lessons oc 
Clearly any r 


; : ; rn the 
commendations to emerge from this study will conce 
last of these — the organizational context. 
An obvio: 


: Ir ices ion wit! 
control suggests changes in school organization arises in connection 
the noise in c 


classes, it could both interru; 
Measures to reduce th 
would presumably ha 
teaching, relaxing th ise 
experimental, innovative approaches whose noisiness might otherw 
inhibit their introducti 


© context of the close ofing 
ively inexpensive action towards soundpro 
rooms. Walls, floors an 


understanding that by soundproofing classrooms basic social pe 
on teachers entailed in the Hidden Pedagogy can be reduced or possi 
removed. 

Attention to sou; 


ndproofing will enh 
this way, reinforce 


in 
ance the isolation of lessons and, 
the emphasis of cl 


: t, as 
osed classrooms on privacy. But» 
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the example of humanities teaching Cedars suggested, control problems 
can be eased for teachers where they work in teams in open plan 
classrooms. The research on these contexts revealed grounds for 
suggesting that architectural and organizational changes that actually 
reduce privacy and teacher autonomy might have benefits in the way they 
would allow teachers mutual support in their efforts to establish control. 
This, in turn, would reduce control anxiety (particularly amongst 
Newcomers) and aid the professional induction of trainee and 
Probationary teachers. Organizational moves to open up the closed 
classroom would go some way towards breaking the traditional Hidden 
Pedagogy of teaching in the closed classroom with its (context specific, 
social construction of) control based on privacy. 

Such recommendations clearly use the ethnographic material on 
classroom control as a way of bolstering teachers’ efforts to impose 
control and improve standards of teacher competence. They also expose 
the value-laden nature of recommendations that assume the status quo as 
their basis and then propose remedies for existing ‘problems’ - a point 
raised right at the start of this book. They beg the question: ‘Why should 
We want to help teachers impose classroom control in the first place?’ An 
Immediately appealing answer to the question lies with the so-called 
TER of control in today’s schools. But as we saw in Chapter 1, without 
ae P complacent attitude towards the issue of control, it ae a 
Political rhe might owe more to a figment of media nu an : 
authority paid than a genuine, proven breakdown in the b. Ps o 

that, des T ools. It became apparent from the discussions of Chapter 
Standards he e social, political and educational importance attached to 
Which to isis in schools, there was surprisingly little hard data on 
OWever "usb the. situation. The research that has been conducted, 
along the m S a situation where control problems are generally more 
against ah e of disruption than violence. To the extent that Ton 
relatively p in schools gets reported and recorded, it appears M. e 
Pupils, or p e- although violence against pupils committed y other 
Matter, Y teachers in the form of corporal punishment, is another 
In the eve 
Muted, C 
Other py 


nt, the resistance that does occur would seem to be fairly 
md Physical violence perpetrated by pupils against teachers, 
it is not Uses Property is a reality of school life. But itis nothing new and 
Tequency Pant. So far as those in the front line are concerned it is the 
Cheekinesg 2n a level of disruptive behaviour, disorderly conduct, 
ich are th indiscipline, laziness, uncooperativeness and verbal abuse 

€ most fundamental aspects of the control problem and these 


are so, 
»Omethi PE 
hing to be dealt with by the professional capacities of normal 
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teachers. This does not deny the value of educational psychologist 
remedial education or the broader notion of special educaron 5 di 
involving a minority of pupils who have difficulty in eiue pae (4 
impositions and demands of school life. It does, on the other han one o 
the point that the main problem of classroom control today is resent 
disruptive behaviour rather than violent behaviour and that, at hepe 
time in Britain, the profession of teachers is not clamouring for yi or the 
from external agencies whether in the form of security patro 
wholesale segregation of troublesome pupils. : U.S.A. the 

In parts of New York City and other notorious areas in ihn Britain, 
same does not apply. Nor need it continue to apply in places l f yout 
Australia, Canada and so on. In view of the appalling sd O mongst 
unemployment in the Western industrialized world - especta y the year 
minority groups - we have to ask whether the period leading uP a ce and 
2000 will not witness a marked increase in school vio E outside 
indiscipline if, and when, the social conflict and tensions lo pent an 
the school gates become more of a feature of social relations in 5€ lifetime 
if, and when, the utter despair and frustration of those who face ncn 
on the (un)employment scrapheap spills over into open * Britain 
against the pointless hoops and hurdles their school life entails. d yout 
in 1985, it is difficult to foresee anything other than inerea a for 
unemployment staved off temporarily by special employment is lence in 
school-leavers. Whether this is a portent of wholesale pena who 
tomorrow's schools is less easy to foretell. In the 1960s and d ithout 
would have envisaged 4 million people unemployed in Britain p come 
also foreseeing riots and rebellion on the streets? Yet this has not 


; Acide nts 
about in anything other th. i i isolated incid 
Peas Oh g an sporadic and relatively i hat avo! 


vel 

ds: 
for the 
Comprehensive School (1982) og Hargreave's The Challenge ect 


: S 
was the plea he makes for increased res! os 
e eth 
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allow that dignity where it matters, t viable 


schooling will de ave to change with the realities of society: 
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control = t 
VUE ria qs ae regimentation -to allow a more informal, less 
the reins there is th h which to conduct daily life in schools. By loosening 
repressive control 2: SI of avoiding the indignation and resentment that 
than waiting for a esi will bottle up, releasing the pressure rather 
Control, in the light Kos d explosion. In the light of pupils’ views on 
of the Sociological a ener ers attitudes towards control, and on the basis 
attempts to repress he ysis conducted in this book, it seems clear that 
would fly in the ism appositicn to authority and to impose a work ethic 
certainly go agaist 4s vd recent developments in schools and would 
every sense of the v za e of social history. The attempts would be, in 
with traditional = ; unrealistic. So in nutshell the prognosis is this: 
traditional ares etence to teacher authority diminishing (along with 
Separate identity "d s Society), with heightened awareness of their 

Iminishing VERA a sections of the pupil population, and with 
Or educational tion Hte relying on appeals to the work ethic or the need 
Test on the ability E Pp iios the possibility of classroom control will 
than try to holds schools to adapt and reflect the social changes rather 

st on outdated domination strategies for control. 
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- 
While the subject of classroom control is a source of greav 
teachers, parents, educational administratofs and. politicia’ 
there has been little study of the way teachers and pupils th 
understand what is meant by classroom cantrol^ $v ai < 


After extensive observation of classes at work and discussions with: — 
teachers and pupils, Dr Martyn Denscombe is ableto provide in this book. 

a picture of what classroom controlactually means to thoseinyolved. He. 
focuses on the way teachers and pupils recognize when co ro| exists. oe 
and when itis being threatened, and the strategies they usen theclass- { 6 ( 
room for achieving or challenging control. His evidence is drawn from 
ethnographic fieldwork in three comprehensive schools in England, and 


Secondary sources covering the phenomenon of classroom control in 
the UK, the USA and Australia. 


The ánalysis of classroom control provided is sociological. It not only 
describes the relevant attitudes, motives and experiences of teachers 
and Pupils, but also stresses that they arise in response to the social and 
organizational context of the school. Special attention is paid to the 


influence of organizational factors such as school resources and teacher 
accountability on the behaviour of those concerned. 


Classroom Control provides a descri j 

i ptign of strategies for 
Control that will prove useful for student teachers and others interested 
in mae of teacher skills and techniques. It also locates such strategies 
within the social and organizational context in a way that will be of value 


to students, teachers, researchers and educational administrators. 
Dr Martyn Denscombe is Seni j 
Polytechnic. Senior Lecturer in Sociology at Leicester 
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